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i
PREFACE

The growing Interest in the problems of language minority
students in the United States has been accompanied by the
publication of an enormous number of books and articies. Often;
however, advice regarding approaches, methods, strategies, and
teghniques for effectively educating language minority students
is Offered without any concern or explanation of empirical
avidence. With the possible exception of legal concerns, the Of-
fice of Bilingual Bicultural Education in the California State
Department of Education recelves more Inquiries regarding
research evidence on the effectiveness ot bilingual education
than on any other issue. Educators want to know which types of
programs actually work with non-English language background
students.

The Office of Bilingual Bicultural Education has'identified
three major objectives for all Instructional programs serving
language minority students. Regardiess of the approach taken,
at the end of the treatment period, language minority students
should exhibit: (1) high levels of English language proficiency, (2)
appropriate levels of cognitive/academic development, and (3)
adequate psychosocial and cultural adjustment. The articles in-
ciuded in this collection of papers explain the importance of
these goals and describe the likelihood of various types of in-
structional approaches to achieve such outcomes. instead of
providing the reader with a series of unconnected suggestions
and recommendations, the authors collectively advance a
research-based theoretical framework for the design and Im-
plementation of Instructional programs for language minority
students.

This publication is a progress report, not a collection of proven
answers. The theoretical framework implied In this volume Is,
however, based on the best information that science can provide
at this time. The research herein reported does not lead to
perfect programs with perfact outcomes, nor does it answer all
the quest regarding language development, ianguage ac-
quisiion, and cognitive/academic davelopment in bilingual con-
texts. But, taken collectivsiv, these articies form the beginning of
a research-based theoretical framework for planning and improv-
ing bilingual education programs. We at the Callfornia State
Department of Education view this as substantive progress. We
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are encouraged by the potential practical applications of the
research presanted in this collection and shall continue with the
refinement of this work. At the same time, we not only invite
other researchers, teacher trainers, and school district personne!
to put into practice the ideas and implications presented here
but also to improve and expand their programs to meet alil of the
schooling needs of language minority students.

Guillermo Lopez, Chief
Oftice of Bilingua! Bicultural Education
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INTRODUCTION

There are presently more than 375,000 students of limited
"~ English proficiency in Califarnia public schools. There are an ad-
ditional 433,000 students of fluent English proficiency who have
a home language other than English. This means that
California’s language ‘minority student population In
kindergarten through grade twelve approximates 810,000.

As a group, language minority_students tend to do pooriy In
- regular school programs. They d dd not acquire the language,
academic, and sociocultural skills necessary to meet the
challenges of vocational and higher education pursuits. Many
. language minority students achigve only low levels of primary
language proficiency while acquiring less than native-like ability
in English.

Making decisions about instrucﬂonal offerings for language
minority students has proven to be a complex and demanding
task for school personnel and parents allke. Part of the difficuity
can be attributed to the absence of a theoretical framework upon
which programs for ianguage minority students can be based.
Without a framework, decision makers are often unable to focus
consiztently upon the psychosocial and educational factors that
influence the school achievement of language minority students.
While political and economic factors are also important, basing
educational programs solely on such grounds tends to affect
negatively the quamy of the educational experience of language
minority students. Only by clearly understanding what educa-
tional attalnments are possible for language minority students
can school personns! and parents judge the approprigteness of
the educational practices currently utilized by focal schools.
.Although political and economic compromises may be
necessary, they are best made when decision makers under-
stand as many of the pertinent dynamics as possible. This
publication ofters information related specifically to the educa-
tional consequences of program decisions,on language minority
students.

in the past, mbst knowledge about programs for language
minority students was based entirely on authority (laws and ex

perts), the personal experiences of educators, and the “cammon

sense’” reasoning of program designers and planners, Such infor-
mation may be important but is in itself insufficlent for making
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critical educational decisions. Therefore, the Office of Bilingual
Bicultural Education of the California State Department of
Education has decided to turn to scientifically controlied studies
to astablish the validity ¢! knowledge about instructional pro-.
grams for language minority students. Empirical knowladge is
certain to improve the ability of educators to predict individual
student and program outcomes for apecific types of students,
given certain types of instructional treatments, and under dif-
farent types of background conditions. Thus, the articies con-
tained in this collection represent an initial step in the develop-
ment of a research-based theoretical framework for the school-
Ing of language minority students.

This collection of papers Is divided into two major parts. The
first section, consisting of papers by James Cummins and
Stephen Kreshen, addresses the theoreticai underpinnings of
primary language development, second language acquisition,
and the relationship of both to normal school achievement. The
second section cogjains a series of three papers, each ex-
panding upon the theoretical works in the first section and pro-
viding the reader with numerous instructional methods and
techniques, all consistent with each other and with the various
hypothesas posited by Cummins and Krashen.

No pedagogical issue relating to the instruction of language
minority students has been more vigorously debated than the
role of minOrity languages in biiingua! education programs. in his
work, Cummins clarifies the role of the primary language. by: (1)
describing the nature of language proficiency and its connection
to academic and cognitive development, (2) identifying different
levels of bilingualism experienced by language minority students
and predicting the corresponding effects of each -level on
academic achievement, and (3) ‘suggesting a relationship be-
tween primary language development and eventual attainment in
the second language through thie notion of a common underlying
dimension of language proficiency. Clearly, Cummins has
developed several important hypotheses and constructs that
help explain and rgconcile the seemingiy contradictory findings
of many other researchers. '

While Cummins’ article focuses on primnary language develop-
ment and academic achievement, Krashen dedicates attention
to the acquisition of a second language, specifically English. The
author distinguishes between language acquisition and

10
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language leaming environments. The former, It is suggested,
leads to fluency, while the latter assists in the development of
what Krashen calls the “Monitor." Krashen also suggests that
the key to second language acquisition Is exposure to “com-
prehensible input” in substantial amounts and under optimal
conditions. in describing the conditions necessary for second
language acquisition, Krashen analyzes the potential of various
sacond language (grammar and comnunicative-based Engligh-
as-a-Second-Language) and bilingual education (immersion,
transitional, and ideal) programs to meet the language and
academic needs of minority students.

Based on the assumption that high levels of primary language
proliciency promote adequate school achievement, Dorothy
Legarreta-Marcalda explores the effective use of primary
language in bilingual classrooms. The author addresses five key
questions related to the design, management, and implementa-
tion of bllingual classes:

1. To what extent should the child's primary language be used
overall in grades K-8?

2. In what manner should primary language instruction be
delivered: )

a. Concurrent translation? .

b. Aiternate immergion (direct method) usually through
language dominant groupings?

3. “ What variety of the primary language should be used In the
classroom?

4. How can we ensgure the prestige of the primary language vis &
vis the dominant language, Engiish?

5. How can primary language use be monitored: a formative
evaluation process?

The responses to these questions are based on the recent find-

ings of empirical studies and the published materiat of ex-

perienced professionals.

Complementing Krashen’s theoretical hypotheses, Tracy D.
Terrell presents an acquisition model called the “Natural Ap-
proach.” This mode! Is one means of applying Krashen's
theoretical constructs. Terrell not only describes the mogdel in
felationship to Krashen's work and the work of others but also
addresses: (1) the principles of the Naturai Approach, (@) natural
language acquisition situatjons, (3) appropriate teacher

-
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behaviors, (4) sample teaching techniques and strategies, (5) the
use of continua in the Natural Approach, and (8) student evalua-
tion. Terrell's article is enhanced by the inclusion of many actual
classroom examples related to suggested technigques and
strategies. -

The last paper, by Eieanor Thoris, deals with reading instruc-
tion in bilingual contexts. She expands upon Cummins' notion of
a Common Underlying Proficiancy (CUP) in the
cogr.itive/academic language skills area as it relates to literacy
acquisition among bllingual students. The potentlal for primary
language reading skili transtfer to English is discussed in detail.
Additionally, the author suggests appropriate methods and
techniques designed to promate primary language literacy in and
out of the classroom. Thonis concludes her article with a
description of the positive outcomes associated with biliteracy.
* Finally, the compendium concludes with an Appendix and a
Glossary. The appendix contains a sample copy of the 1981-82

. version of the Bilingual Education Program Quality Review In-

strument, Kindargarten Through Grade Six. The use of this instru.
ment Is one way the Office of Bllingual Biculturail Education pro-
motas the principles and standards of impiementation sug-
gested by the theoretical framework implied in this compendium.
Other promotional strategles include the development of Asian
and minority group handbooks and periodic presentations at
regional technical assistance workshops for local school district
personne! as well as coordination meetings with resource agen-
cles and county schoois offices. The glossary of terms has been
included to assist the reader by promoting consistency in the use
of the key terms across articles, It is suggested that the reader
become famiilar with the entries in the glossary before attempt-
ing a thorough reading of any of the papers.

Most educators, governinent officlals, parents, and communi-
ty members would agree that the goai of educational programs
designed for language minority sttiénts Is to allow such
students to develop the highest degree possible of language,
academic, and social skiils ngcessary to participate fully in all
aspects of {ife. More specifically, as a result of an instructional
treatment, language minority students should attain: (1) high
levels of English language proficlency, (2) normal cognitive and
academic achievement, (3) adequate psychosocial and cultural
adjustment, and (4) sufficlent levels of primary language develop-
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ment to promote normal school prograss. Based on the empirical
evidence prasented in the five articles contained in this collec-
tion, properly designed and adequately implemented bilingual
education programs are one means to achieve such goals.

As a result of the controversy regarding the legislation of state
and federal reguirements, some educators today erroneously
belleve that many parents and community members view bi-
lingual education with disfavor. This is not necessarlly the case.
In a recent poll conducted for Newsweek by the Gailup Organiza-
tion (March, 1881), 84 percent of the American public approved of
classes conducted In a forelgn language as well as in English for
chiidrein who do not speak English. Another 14 percent did not
know enough about the value of these classes to make a judg-
ment. Contrary to the statements of a few political opportunists,
uninformed newspaper columnists, and some special interest
group representatives, the public Is generslly supportive of
primary language instruction for language minority students,
even though there may not be an awareness of the strong scien-
tific case for such progranis.

The task of educating language minority students is not sim-
ple. Nevert: sless, creative and committed educators in coopera-
tion with conce:nesi parents and community members have
designed and Impi-.-w.1ted educational programs that result in
significantly improveu school performance on the pant of such
students. In other words, under certain conditions, language-
related problems are no longer as likely to interfere with the
academic and vocational aspirations of ianguage minority
students and their families. To accomplish this, educators must
rely upon empirical evidence rather than “folk remedies” as a
guide to professional decisions for selecting and implementing
instructional programs for language minority chiidren. This
publication is meant to be an important contribution toward this
end.

David P. Doison
Project Team Leader
Office of Bilingual Bicultural Education
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| Part One
Theoretical Foundations




The Role of Primary Language -
Development in Promoting Educational

Success for MmagMnoﬁw Students*

James Cummins

IN OKDER TO ASSESS the role of langdage minority students’
primary language (1.1) development in the acquisition-of English (L2)
academic skills, it is necessary to consider two questions: (1) What is
meant by ‘‘language proficiency'’'? and (2) What are the cross-lingual
dimensions of language proficiency, i.c., how does the development of.
proficiency in L1 relate to the development of 1.2 proficiency? Confusion
concerning the rationale for bilingual education, assessment of bilingual
proficiency, and entry-exit criteria for bilingual programs stems from in-
adequate conceptualization of the nature of language proficiency and its
cross-lingual dimensions.

To account {or the research data on bilingual education, it is necessary
to distinguish those aspects of language proficiency involved in the
development of literacy skills from other aspects of language proficien-
cy, and to note that thesc literacy-related aspects are interdependent
across languages, i.c., manifestations of a common underlying proficien-
cy.
This paper is organized into three sections. First, the nature of
language proficiency and its relationship to academic and cognitive
development is considered. In the second section, the origins of current
misconceptions about bilingualism are examinéd, and a theoretical posi-
tion regarding the nature of bilingual proficiency is formulatéd in light of
the research data. The third section applies these theoretical positions
regarding the nature of language proficiency and its cross-lingual dimen-
sions to the current debate over the rationale for bilingual education, en-
try and exit criteria, and assessment of bilingual proficiency.

*Many people have contribured to the present paper through comments on previous ver-
sions of the theoretical framework which it elaborates. 1 would like to thank Michael
Canale, Steve Chesarek, Lily Wong Fillmore, Fred Genesee, Steve Krashen, John Qller
Jr., Muriel Saville-Troike, Bernard Spolsky, Merrill Swain, Rudolph Troike, and Benji
Wald for their constructive criticismi. The suggestions of the editorial team for the pre-
sent volume have also been extremely useful and for this T would like to thank David
Dolson, Maria Ortiz, Dennis Parker, and Fred Tempes of the Office of Bilingual-
Bicultural Education, California State Department of Education,

16



4 Scholing and Language Minority Students:

- The Nature of Langunge Proﬂden&

How Misconceptions About English Proficiency Create Academic
Deflcits I Language Minority Students
The rationale for bilingual education in the United States (United
States. Commission on Civil Rights, 1975), as it is understood by most
policy makers and practitioners, can be stated ag follows:

Lack of English proficiericy is the major reason for language
minority students’ academic failure. Bilingual education is in-
tended to ensure that students do not fall behind in subject
matter content while-they are learning English, as they would
likely do in an all-English program. However, when students
have become proficient in English, then they can be exited to
an all-English program, since limited English proficiency will
no longer impede their academic progress.

Despite its intuitive appeal, there are serious problems with this ra-
tionale. First, it ignores the sociocultural determinants of minority
studems’ school failure which, it will be argued, are more fundamental
than linguistic factors. Second, an inadequate understanding of what is
meant by “English proficiency” is likely to result in the creation of
academic deficits in language ginority students.

Some concrete examples will help illustrate how this process operates.
These examples are taken from a Canadian study in which the teacher,
referral forms and psychological assessments of over 400 language

" minority students were analyzed (Cummins, 1980c). Throughout the
teachers’ referral forms and psychologists’ assessment reports are
ferences to the fact that children’s English communicative skills appear
considerably better devel¥ped than their academic language skills. The
following examples illustrate this point:
PS (094). Referred for reading and arithmetic difficulties in
second grade, teacher commented that “‘since PS attended
grade one in ltaly, I think his main problem is language,
although he understands and speaks English quite well.*
GG (184). Although he had been in Canada for less than a
year, in November of the grade one year, the teacher com-
mented that *‘he speaks Italian fluently and English as well.”
However, she also referred him for psychological assessment
because *‘he is having a great deai of difficulty with the grade
one program’’ and she wondered if he had *‘specific learning
disabilities or {f he is just a very long way behind children in
his age group.”’
DM (105). Arrived from Portugal at age 10 and was placed in
@ second grade class; three years later in fifth grade, her
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A Theoretical Framework | 5

teacher commented that *‘her oral answering and comprehen-
sion is so much hetter than her written work that we feel a
severe learning problem is involved, not just her non-Englivh
“background.’’

These examples illustrate the influence of the environment in develop-
ing English communicative skills. In many instances in this study im-
migrant students were considered to have sufficient English proficiency
to take a verbal IQ test within about one year of arrival in Canada.
Similarly, in the United States, language minority students are often con-
sidered to have developed sufficient English proficiency to cope with the
demands of an all-English classroom after a relatively short amount of
time in a bilingual program (in some cases, as little as six months).

There is little doubt that many language minority students can develop
a relatively high degree of English communicative skills within about two
years of exposure to English-speaking peers, television, and schooling.
However, in extrapolating from the considerable English proficiency
that language minority students display in face-to-face communication
to their overall proficiency in English, we risk creating academic deficits
in these students. :

Consider the following example:

PR (289). PR was referred in first gradé by the school prin-
cipal who noted that PR is experiencing considerable dif-
Jiculty with grade one work. An intellectual assessment would .
help her teacher to set reallstic learning expectations for her
and might provide some clues as to remedial assistance that
‘might be offered.”’

No mention was made of the child's ESL background; this only
emerged when the child was referred by the second grade teacher in the
following year. Thus, the psychologist does not consider this as a possi-
ble factor in accounting for the discrepancy between a verbal 1Q of 64
and a performance 1Q of 108. The assessment report read as follows:

Although averall ability level appears to be within the low
average range, note the significant difference between verbal
and nonverbal scores....It would appear that PR's develop-
ment has not progressed at a normal rate and consequently
she is, and will continue to experience much difficulty in
school. Teacher's expectations at this time should be set ac-
cordingly,

What is interesting in this example is that the child’s English com- -
municative skills are presumably sufficiently well developed that the
psychologist (and possibly the teacher) is not alerted to the child’s ESL
background. This leads the psychologist to infer from her low verbal IQ

¢

*
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6 Schooling and Language Minority Students:

score that “*her development has not progressed at a normal rate’’ and to
advise the teacher to set low academic expectations for the child since she
“will continue to experience much difficulty in school.” There is ample
evidence from many contexts (Mercer, 1973) of how the attribution of -
deficient cosnitive skills to language minority students can become seif-
fulfilling,

In many of the referral forms and psychological assessments analyzed '

“in this study, the following line of reasoning was invoked:-

Because language minority students are fluent in English,
their poor academic performance and/or test scores cannot

be attribured to lack of proficiency in English. Therefore,
these students must either have defirient cognitive abilities or

be peorly motivated (*‘lazy"’’).

The trend to exit students to all-English programs as qunckly as possi-
ble in many'United States bilingual programs inevitably gives rise to a
similar line of reasoning. It is commonly observed that students classified
as “‘English proficient’* after a relatively short stay in a bilingual pro-
gram and then exited to an all-English program often fall progressively
further behind grade nerms in the development of English academic
skills. Because these students appear to be fluent in English, their poor
academic performance can no lenger be explained by their English
language deficiency. Policymakers and educators are also reluctant to
blame the school for minority students’ poor performance because the
school has accommodated the students by providing a bilingual pro-
gram. Once again, the academic deficiency will be attributed to factors
within the child.?

It is frequently assumed that language mmomy smdcnts have become
“‘English proficient’ when they have acquired relatively fluent and peer-
appropriate face-to-face communicative skills. The examples cited
above, as well as the research evidence reviewed in the remainder of this
paper, strongly suggest that this misconception operates fo impede the
academic progress of language minority students. To understand the
nature of this misconception, it is necessary to consider the question of
what is megnt by ‘‘English proﬁcicncy.“

* This procesz is, in mar y respects, the opposite of the attribution of deficient cognitive or
linguistic ability on the basis of sutface structure dizlectal differences (Shuy, 1977). In
the present situation, the presence of adequate surface structure leads tedchers to
eliminate “‘lack of English proficiency’ as an explanatory variable with the result that
low academic performance is attribute¢ to deficient cognitive abilides in language
minority students.
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Whst Is Meant By ‘‘English Proficlency’’?

There is still little consensus among researchers as to the nature of
*‘language proficiency’’ or ‘‘communicative competence.”’® For exam-
ple, a model proposed by Hernandez-Chavez er al. (1978) comprised 64
separate proficiencies, each of which, hypothetically, is independently
measurable. At the other extreme is Oller’s (1978; 1979) claim that
*¢...there exists a global language proficiency factor which accounts for
the bulk of the reliable variance in a wide variety of language proficiency
measures’” (1978, p. 413). This factor is strongly related to cognitive
abililty and academic achievement measures and is about equally well
measured by certain types of listening, speaking, reading, and writing
tasks.?

The communicative competence framework proposed by Canale
(1981), on the basis of the earlier Canale and Swain (1980) theory, adopts
an intermediate posmon i) distinguishing four compaopents. These are:

1. Grammatical competence: Mastery of the language code (e.g., lex-
ical items and rules of word formation, sentence formation, literal mean-
ing, pronunciation, and spelling).

2. Sociolinguistic competence: Mastery of appropriate language use in
" different sociolinguistic contexts, with emphasis on appropnateness of
meanings and forms.

3. Discourse competence: Mastery of how to combine sheanings and
forms to achieve a unified text in different modes (e.g%, telephone in-
quiry.\e(gmfcntative essay, and recipe) by using (a) gbhesion devices to
relate utterance forms {e.g., pronouns and transiffon werds), and (b)
coherence rules to organize meanings (e.g., repetition progression, con-
sistency, and relevance of ideas).

4. Strategic competence: Mastery of verbal and non-verbal strategies:

(a) to compensate for breakdowns in communication due to insufficient
competence or performance limitations (e.g., strategies such as use of
dictionaries, paraphrase, and gestures), and (b) to enhance ’communica-
tion effectiveness.

2 Although language can be used for purposes not overtly communicative, e.g.."
problem-solung (Canale and Swain, 1980), these “‘analytic’ {(Bruner, 1975) language
skills develop within a matrix of human interaction; thus, for purposes of this paper,
the terms ‘‘language proficiency’ and ‘‘communicative proficiency'’ are being
used syronymously.

31( should be noted that Oler (1979) keaves open the possibility that there may be smaller
specific components of language proficiency that are not encompassed by the global pro-
ficiency dimension.

20

A
bl
g

. &



8 -~ Schooling and Language Minority Students:

There are two major problems in applying this or any othertheoretical -

framework for communicative competence to minority students’ acquisi-
tion of English proficiency. First, these theories tend to be static since the
developmental aspects of communicagive competence in L1 and L2 are
left vague; second, in general, little nsideration has been given to the
role of specific acquisition contexts in ketermining the interrelationships
and development of different aspects of*communicative competepce
(however, see Canale, 1981). In porticular, the nature of the com-

municative demands of schooling (e.g., processing language outside of

one-to-one, face-to-face situations) has not been considered. The
relevance of these problems can be seen by examinipg the development of
English proficiency among native Englisk.-speaking children.

The Development of English Proficiency in School Contexts. The:

development of language proficiency can be consid n two very dif-
ferent ways. First is the acquisition of what Bruner (1975)has termed the
‘*species minimum'® involving the phonological, syntactic, and semantic

- skills that most native speakers have acquired by age six (there is little

difference between the phonological competence of a six-year-old and a
fourteen-year-old). Similarly, mastery of basic syntax approaches
maturity by age six, although the development of more sophisticated
rules and flexibility in grammatical control will continue into early
adolescence (Chomsky, 1992). Also, semantic categories such as agent,
instrument, and recipiend of action are present at a very early age.
However, in contrast to the acquisition of this *‘species minimum”’
competence, other aspects of language proficiency continue to develop
throughout the school years and beyond. Obvious examples are literacy-
related language skills such as reading comprehensxon, writing ability,
and vocabulary/concept knowledge. Within each of the four com-
ponents of communicative competence distinguished by Canale (1981),
nativevsspeakers achieve mastery levels in some subskills prior to others.
For example, within grammatical competence virtually all native

speakess master. pronunciation before spelling. Similarly, some aspects

of sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic competence will be mastered
at an ecarly age and others much later, if at all.

However, within & second language context very different relation-
ships may exist among the various subskills, depending upon the specific
acquisition context, e.g., formal L2 classroom vs. real life exposure, or
pre-school immigrant children vs. adolescent immigrant children whose

« L1 literacy skills are well developed. Also, the relationship of language

proficiency to cognitive and academic variables will vary both between
L1 and 1.2 contexts and also within L2 contexts, depending upon the con-
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A Theoretital Framework 9

ditions of acquisition. Thus, almost by definition, the ‘‘species
minimum'’ will be attained by all native speakers regardless of academic
or cogpitive abilities; however, this will pot necessarily be the case among
L2 Jearners. For example, pronuncidtion skills may remain poorly
developed among many older L2 learners. Also,. cognitive and personali-
t; variables are likely to differentially influence the acquisition of dif-
ferent aspects of L2 proficiency in different contexts. As Fillmore (1979) .
suggests, personality variables (e. g., sociability) may be most influential
in determining the acquisition rate of L2 face-to-face commbunication .
skills in b peer interaction situation; however, cognitive skills in a peer in-
teraction situation; however, cognitive skills may be more involved in
determining the acquisition rate of 1.2 literacy skills in a classroom con-
text,

In shon, current theories of communicative competence are not par-

‘ticularly helpful in elucidating issues related to the development of
. English proficiency by language minority students. This is because these

theories (1) fail to incorporate a developmental perspective; (2) fail 1o
consider the development of communicative competepce explicitly .in -
relation to specific contexts, in particular thé school context; and (3) fail
to examine the developmental relationships between 1.1 and L2. In other

* words, the usefulness of most current theories is limited because they

cither exist in & developmental and contextual vacuum or else have been
proposed in a very different context from that of bilingual education in
the United States. 4

The necessity for consid&-ins\he question of what constitutes
language proficiency in school contexts from a developmental perspec-
tive is highlighted by a recent study which shows that immigrant students
arriving after age six take between six and seven years to approach grade
norms in English academic skills (Cummins, 1981). Results-of this study,
conducted among 1,210 immigrant students in the Toronto Board of

.Education, are shown in Figure 1. The Picture Vocabulary Text (PVT)

consisted of a group-administered vocabulary test, and results were
broken down by Age on Arrival (AOA) and Length of Residence (LOR).

Clearly, it takes considerably longer for immigrant students to develop
age-appropriate academic skills in English (five-seven years LOR) than it
does to develop ceftain aspects of age-appropriate English com-
municative skills (approximately two years). The reason is pot difficult to
see. Literacy-related language skills (such as vocabulary range) continue
to develop among native speakers throughout the school years, whereas
some salient aspects of face-to-face communicative skills reach a plateau
by about age six. Clearly, many other aspects of face-to-face com-
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10 Schooling and Lgnguage Minority Students:

Figure 1
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municative skills continue to develop throughout the school years; but
the data considered above suggest that these are not particularly salient
for teachers and psychologists. :

In & previous section, it was pointed out that failure to distinguisl:
these two dimensions of English proficiency can result in educational
deficits for language minority students. At this point, it may be helpful
to describe this distinction niore completely and place it into a broader
theoretical framework so that it can be used to examine the developmen-
tal relationships between L1 and L2 proficiency within bilingual educa-
tion programs.
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A Theoretical Fromework ' 1

A Theoretical Framework* .

To recapitulate, three minimal requirements for a theoretical
framework of communicative proficiency relevant to bilingual education
in the United States have been outlinedk First, such a framework must in-
corporate a developmental perspective so that those aspects of com-
municative proficiency mastered early by native speakers and L2 learners
can be distinguished from those varying across individuals as develop-
ment progresses; second, the framework must permit differences
between the linguistic demands of school and those ‘of interpersonal con-
texts outside the school 1o be described; and third, the framework must
allow for the developmental relationships between L1 and L2 proficiency
to be deseribed.

The framework developed in response to these fequirements is
presented in Figure 2. The framework proposes that in the context of
United States bilingual education, communicative proficiency can be
conceptualized along two continuums. A continuum related to the range
of contextual support available for expressing or receiving meaning is
described in terms of ‘‘context-embedded’ versus ‘'context-reduced"’
communication. The extremes of this continuum are distinguished by the
fact that in context-embedded communication the participants can ac-
tively negotiate meaning (e.g., by providing feedback that the tessage
has not been understood) afld the language is supported by a wide range
of meaningful paralinguistic (gestures, intonation, etc.) and situagional
cues; context-reduced communication, on the other hand, relies primari-
ly (or at the extreme of the continuum, exclusively) on linguistic cues to
meaning and may, in some cases, involve suspending knowledge of the
“‘real’* world in order to interpret (or manipulate) the logic of communi-
cation appropriately.®

In general, context-embedded communication derives from interper-
sonal involvement in a shared reality that reduces the need for explicit
linguistic elaboration of the message. Context-reduced communication,
on the other hand, derives from the fact that this shared reality cannot be
assumed and thus linguistic messages must be elaborated precisely and
explicitly so that the risk of misinterpretation is minimized. It is impor-

*This theoretical framework should be viewed within & social context. The}sune profi-
ciencies described develop as a result of various types of communicative interactions in

¢ home and school. The nature of these interactions is, in turn, determined by broader
socieral factors, as described later in this paper.

*The term *‘context-reduced” is used rather than **disembedded"* (Donaldson, 1978) or
*“decontextualized’ because there is a large variety of contextual cues available 1o carry
out tasks even at the context-reduced end of the continuum. The difference, however, is
that these cues are exclusively finguissic in nature.

24

»

-



12 Schooling and Langugge Minority Students:

Figure 2
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tant to emphasize that this is a continuum and not a dichotomy. Thus,
examples of communicative behaviors going from left to right along the
continuum might be: engaging in a discussion, writing a letter 10 a close
friend, and writing (or reading) an academic article. Clearly, context-
embedded communication is more typical of the everyday world outside
the classroom, whereas many of the linguistic demands of the classroom
reflect communication that is closer to the context-reduced end of the
continuum. Recent research, reviewed by Tannen {(1980), suggests that
part of minority students' failure in mainstream classrooms may derive
from application of context-embedc¢d strategies in the school setting
where context-reduced strategies (c.g., responding in terms of the logic
of the text rather than in terms of prior knowledge) are expected and
rewarded.

The vertical continuum is intended ‘to address the developmental .
aspects of communicative competence in terms of the degree of active
cognitive involvement in the task or activity. Cognitive involvement can
be conceptualized in terms of the amount of information that must b;
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A Theoretical Framgwork . 13

processed simultaneously or in close succession by the individugl in order

How does this continuum incorporate a developmental perspective? If
we return to the four components of communicative competence (gram-
matical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic) discussed by Canale
(1981), it is clear that within each one some subskills are mastered more
rapidly than others. In other words, some subskills (e.g., pronunciation
and syntax within L1 grammatical competence).reach plateau levels at
which there are no longer significant differences in mastery between in-
dividuals (at least in context-embedded situations). Otfler subskills con-

tinue to develop throughout the school years and beyond, depending .

upon the individual's commupicative needs. - .

Thus, ‘the upper parts of the vertical continuum consjst of com-
municative tasks and activities in which the linguistic tools have become
largely automatized (mastered) and thus require little active cognitive in-

volvement for appropriate performance. At the lower ead of the con- -

tinuum are tasks and activities in which the communicative tools have
not become automatized and thus require active cognitive involvement.
Persuading other individuals that your point of view rather than theirs is
correct, or yriting an essay on a8 complex theme, are exantples of such ac-
tivities. In these situations, it is necessary to stretch one's linguistic
resources (i.e., grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic
competencies) to the limit irrorder to achieve one's communicative goals.
Obviously, cognitive involvement can be just as intense in context-
embedded as in context-reduced activities. '

As mastery is developed, specific linguistic tasks and skills travel from
the bottom towards the top of the vertical continuym. In other words,
there tends t be a high level of cognitive involvement in task or activity
performance until mastery has been achieved or, alternatively, until a
plateau level at less than mastery levels has been resched (e.g., L2 pro-
nunciation in many adult immigrants).* Thus, learning the phonology
and syntax of L1, for example, requires considerable cognitive involve-
ment for the two- and three-year-old child, and thus these tasks would be
placed in quadrant B (context-embedded, cognitively demanding).
However, as mastery of theseskills develops, tasks involving them would
move from quadrant B to quadn}'m A, since performance becomes

¢ Bereiter and Scardamalia (1980) 413: out that as children learn to write, the progressive
automatization of lower level skills (e.g., handwriting, spelling of common words, pupe-
fuation, commeon syntactic forms, etc.) releases increasingly more mentat capacity@r
higher level planning of large chunks of discourse. To illustrate what writing must be like
for & young child, they suggest trying to do some original writing with the wrong hand. It
is likely to be difficult to think much beyond the wdrd being written.

- 26
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14 : Schooling and Language Minority Students:

increasingly automatizet—and cognitively demanding. In a second
language context, the same type of developmental progression occurs. As
specific linguistic tasks anZ skills are mastered in L2, they move up the
vertical continuum.”

Literacy Development and Cammumcauw Proficiency. Clearly,
within this theoretical framework, literacy is viewed as one aspect of
communicative proficiency. Although there are inherent characteristics
of literacy tasks that place them towards the context-reduced end of the
horizontal continuum, most theorists would agree that the more reading
and writing instruction can be embedded in a meaningful communicative
context (i.e., related to children’s previous experience), the more suc-
cessful it is likely to be. As the papers (this volume) by Krashen (1981)
and Terrell (1981) emphasize, the same principle holds for second
language instruction. The more context-embedded the initial L2 input,
the more comprehensible it will be and, paradoxically, the more suc-
cessful in ultimately developing L2 skills in context-reduced situations.
Thus, a major pedagogical principle for both L1 and L2 teaching is that
language skills in context-reduced situations can be most successfully
developed on the basis of initial instruction which maximizes the degree
of context-embeddedness.

In terms of the vertical continuum, developmental relationships be-
tween cognitive ability and reading performance can be readily inter-
preted. Singer (1977) reviews data that show a change between grades |

7 An implic «t1 2n of this theoretical framework for theories of communicative competence
is that there is likely to be different relationships among language tasks in a first
language, compared to a second lar.guage context. This is because 1.2 learners are likely
to have lower levels of cersain L2 skills as compared to native speakers. In other words,
tasks located close to the top of the vertical continuum for native speakers may be close
to the boftom for L2 lenraers. Also, acquisition contexts may vary between L2 learpers
and native rpeakers. For example, skills acquired in context-embedded situations by
native speakers may have bern leamed in context-reduced situations (c.g., formal
classrooms) by L2 learners. This wouki also resuit in variable relationships among
language skills between native speakers and L2 leamners, Thus, an imporant
characteristic of the theoretical frammework is that although communicative tasks and ac-
tivities can be mapped onto it io a general way (e.g., inherent text characteristics make
mdingmdwﬂﬁnsbnm@-mhedéed&mfmm-fmmnhﬂm),mcmm
location of any particular task on the horizontal and vertical continuums will depend on
the individual’s or group’s proficiency level and acquisition context, Thus, for immigrant
students in the host country for two years, academic tasks in L2 are likely to be more
cognitively demanding and context-reduced than for native speakess.

Spiace does not permit the question of individual differences in learning styles among L2
learners to be discussed in detall. However, within the present framework, leaming siyle
car: be regarded as the way in which individual learners define the degree of cognitive in-
volvernent and context-embeddedness of particular tasks. Thus, at least three faciors
must be iaken into account ir locating any particular task in relation to the two con-
tinuums: (1) the task’s inherent characteristics, (2) the learner’s general level of proficien-
cy. and (3) the lenrner’s individual leurning style.
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and 5 in the amount of common varidnce between IQ and reading
achievement from 16 to 64 percent (correlations of .40 to .79). He inter-
prets this in terms of the nature of the component skills stressed in
reading instruction at different grade levels.®

As reading achievement shifts from predominant em-
phasis on word recognition to stress on word meaning
and comprekension, the mental functions bemgoxsmed
by intelligence and reading tests have more in common.

(Singer, 1977, p. 48)

As development progresses, word meaning and reasomng-m-rcadms A
(c.g8.. inferring and predicting text meaning) rather than word decoding
skills account for the variance between good and poor readers. In terms
of the present framework, word meaning and reasoning-in-reading skills
remain in the lower end of the vertical continuum (i.e., variance between
individuals in these skills remains large), whereas word recognition skills
tend to climb towards the upper end of the continuum as development
progresses. In other words, as fluency in reading is acquired, word
recognition skills are first automatized and then totally short-circuited,
since the proficient reader does not read individual words but engages in
a process of sampling from the text to confirm predictions (Smith, 1978).

Relevance of the Theoretical Framework 1o the Achievement of
Language Minority Students. A major aim of literacy instruction in
schools is to develop students’ abilities to manipulate and interpret
context-reduced cognitively demanding texts (quadrant D). One reason
why language minority students have ofien failed to develop
high levels of academic skills is because their initial instruction has em-
phasized context-reduced communication, since instruction has been
through English and unrelated to their prior out-of-school experiences.
Attempts to teach English through context-reduced audiolingually-based
ESL may very well have been counter-productive in some respects
(Legarreta, 1979).

However, another comnbutms factor to minority students’ academic
failure, and one which is still operating even in the context of bilingual
programs, is that many educators have a very confused notion of what it
means to be proficient in English. If language minority students manifest
proficiencies in some context-embedded aspects of English (quadrant A),
they are often regarded as having sufficient English proficiency both to
follow a regular English curriculum and to take psychological and educa-
tional tests in English. What is not realized by many educators is that

$Clearly, the relationships between 1Q and carly reading achievement may vary asa func- »
tion of the instructional approach.
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16 Schooling and Language Minority Students:

because of language minority students' ESL background, the regular

English curriculum and psychological assessment procedures are con-

idesably more context-reduced and cognitively demanding than they are

for English-background students. As was pointed out earlier, research
suggest that it takes much longer for language minority students -

o approach commonly accepted age/grade norms in context-reduced

aspects of English proficiency (five to seven years on the average) than it

in context-embedded aspects (approximately two years on the

.* Hypothetical curves representing these data are presented in

Figure 3.
Figare 3

LENGTH OF TIME REQUIRED TO ACHIEVE AGE-
APPROPRIATE LEVELS OF CONTEXT-EMBEDDED AND
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Level of Proficiency
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v

*Native-speakers also, of course, take much longer to tevelop proficiency in processing
language in context-reduced situations.
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In summary, I have tried to show how certain misconceptions re-
garding the notion of language proficiency are currently contributing to
the academic failure of language minority students. To more adequately
address the issue of the acquisition of English proficiency in bilingual
programs, a theoretical framework has been developed in which two con-
tinuums are distinguished. One deals with the range of contextual
supports for the communicative activity while the other is concerned with
the degree of active cognitive involvement in the activity. Literate
cultures typically require their members to become proficiegt in com-
municative activities which are context-reduced and cognitively deman-
ding (c.g., reading and writing). There tends to be large individual dif-

“ferences both within and between socio-economic groups in the extent to

which this dimension of communicative proficiency is developed.'® In
the vemainder of this paper, the dimension of language which is strongly
related to literacy skills will be termed “‘context-reduced language profi-
mﬂcy it

In the next section, several theoretical distinctions similar to those
developed in the present framework are briefly discussed, in order to
further elaborate the characteristics of context-reduced language
proficiency.
Related Theoretical Frumorks

Several theorists interested primdrily in the development of first
language academic skills have similarly argued for the necessity to
distinguish between the processing of language in informal everyday in-
terpersonal situations and the language processing required in most
academic situations (Bereiter and Scardamalia, 1981; Donaldson, 1978;
Olson, 1977). In concrete terms, it is argued that reading a difficult text
or writing an essay make fundamentally different information processing

18 Weils (1979), in a ten-year longitudinal study, has identified two broad types of home
communicative activities that strongly predict the soquisition of reading skills in school.
One is the extent to which there fs “‘negotiation of meaning’ (i.e., quality and quautity
of communication) between adults and children, the other is the extent 10 which literacy-
related activities are promoted in the home, e.g.. reading to children), There is no clear-
cut relationship between socio-economic status (SES) and the former, but a strong rela-
tionship between SES and the latter,

' In previous articles 1 have contrasted cogritive/academic language proficiency (CALP)
with basic interpersonal communicative skills (BICS) in order to make the same point;
namely, academic deficits are often created by teachers and psychologists who fail to
reziize that it tmkes language minority students considesably longer to attain grade/age-
sppropriate levels in English academic skills than it does in English face-to-face com-
municative skills, However, because this distinction was not explicitly integrated Into a
more general theoretical framewark, misinterpretation occurred. Hence, the attempt to
define such = framework in this paper.
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dem: n the individual compared to engaging in a casual conversa-
tion with a friend.

Em and Disembedded Thought and Language. Donaldson
(1978) distinguishes between embedded and disembedded thought and

‘language from a developmental perspective and is especially concerned

with the implications for children’s adjustment to formal schooling. She
points out that young children's early thought processes and use of
language develop within a “‘flow of meaningful context'’ in which the
logic of words is subjugated to perception of the speaker’s intentioas and
salient features of the situation. Thus, children's (and adults’) normal
productive speech is embedded within a context of fairly immediate
goals, intentions, and familiar patterns of events. However, thinking and
language, which move beyond the bounds of meaningful inter-
personal context, make entirely different demands on the individual in
that it is necessary to focus on the linguistic forms themselves for mean-
ing rather than on the intentions. ,
Donaldson (1978) offers a re-interpretation of Piaget’s theory of

cognitive development from this perspective and reviews a large body of
research that supports the distinction between embedded and disembed-
ded thought and language. Her description of pre-school children's com-
prehension and production of language in embedded contexts is especial-
ly relevant to current practices in language proficiency assessment in
bilingual programs. She points out that:

...the ease with which preschool children often seem to

understand what is said to them is misleading if we take it as

an indication of skill with language per se. Certainly they

commonly understand us, but surely it is not our words alone

that they are understanding—for they may be shown to be

relving heavily on cues of other kinds. (Donaldson,

1978, p. 72)

Donaldson goes on to argue that children’s facility. in producing
language that is meaningful and appropriate in interpersonal contexts
can also give a misleading impression of overail language proficiency:

When you produce language, you are in control: you need on-
ly talk about what you choose to talk about.. [the child) is
never required, when he is himself producing language, to go
counter to his own preferred reading of the situation—to the
way in which he himself spontaneously sees it. But this is no
longer necessarily true when he becomes the listener. And it is
Jrequently not true when he is the listener in the formal situa-
tion of a psychological experiment or indeed when he
becomes a learner at school. (1978, pp. 73-74)
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The practical implications of this view will be discussed in the context of
current assessment practices in bilingual education.

- Utterance and Text. Olson's (1977) distinction between “‘utterance”’
and "‘text” relates to whether meaning is largely extrinsic to language
(utterance) or intrinsic to language (text). In interpersonal oral situa-
tions, the listener has access to a wide range of contestual and para-
linguistic information with which to interpret the speaker's intentions;
and, in this sense, the meaning is only partially dependent upon the
specific linguistic forms used by the speaker. However, in contrast to ut-
terance, written text:

...is an autonomous representation of meaning. Ideally, the
printed reader depends on no cues ather than linguistic cues;
it represents no intentions other than those represented in the
text; it is addressed to no one in particular; its author is essen-
tially anonymous; and its meaning is precisely that
represented by the sentence meaning. (Olson, 1977, p. 276)

Olson explicitly differentiates the t of the ability to process
text from the development of the tongue (utterance) in the pre-
school years:

But language development is not simply a matter of pro-
gressively elaborating the oral mother tongue as a means of
sharing intentions. The developmental Kypothesis offered
here is tha: the ability to asign a meaning to the sentence per
sc, independent of its nonlinguistic interpretive context, is
achieved only well into the school years, (Olson, 1977, p. 275)

Conversation and Compaosition. Bereiter and Scardamalia (1981) have
analyzed the problems of learning to write as problems of converting a
hnsuasewoducdonsyswmmedtomnvqmﬁonomtoahnsuage
production system.capable of functioning by itself. Their studies suggest
that some major difficulties involved in this process are the following: (1)
learning to continue producing language without prompting from con-
versational pariners; (2) learning to search one's own memory instead of
having memories triggered by what other people say; (3) planning large
units of discourse instead of only what will be said next; and (4) learning
to function as both sender and receiver, the latter function being
necessary for revision.

Bereiter and Scardamalia (1980) argue that the absence of normal con-
versational supports makes writing 8 radically different kind of task
from conversation.

We are proposing instead that the oral language production
system cannot be carried over intact into written composition,
that it must, in some way, be reconstructed to function
autonomously in.tead of interactively. (p. 3)
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Although the distinctions between ‘‘embedded-disembedded,’’
‘‘utterance-text,”’ and ‘‘conversstion-composition’” were developed in-
dependently and in relation to a different set of dafa, they share the
essential characteristics of the distinctions outlined in the present
theoretical framework. The major difference is that the failure of other
frameworks tq distinguish explicitly between the cognitive and contex-
tual aspects of communicative activities might incorrectly suggest that
context-reduced communication (literate tradition) is iptrinsically more
cognitively demanding than context-embedded eommumcauon (oral
tradition).

Having described in some detail the nature of the academic tasks

“students encounter in school, it is now possible to discuss the develop-

ment of bilingual proficiency among language minority students within
this context.

The Nature of Bilingual Proficlency

‘The Myth of Bilingus! Handicaps ‘

The image of bilingualism as a negative force in children’s develop-
ment was especially common in the early part of this century when most
teachers of language minority children saw bilingualism almost as a
disease that not only caused confusion in chikiren's thinking but also
prevented them from becoming *‘good Americans.’ Therefore, they felt
that a pre-condition for teaching children the school language was the
eradication of their bilingualism. Thus, children were often punished for
speaking their first language in school and were made to feel ashamed of
their own language and cultural background. It is not surprising that
research studies conducted during this period (Darcy, 1953) often found
that bilingual children did poorly at school, many experiencing emo-
tional conflicts. Children were made to feel that it was necessary to reject
the home culture in order to belong to the majority culture, often ending

_up unable to identify fully with either cultural group.

However, rather than considering the possibility that the school’s
treatment of minority children might be a cause of their failure, teachers,
researchers, and administrators seized on the obvious scapegoat and
blamed the children’s bilingualism. The research findings were inter-
preted to mean that there is only so much space or capacity available in
our brains for language; therefore, if we divide that space between two
languages, neither language will develop properly and intellectual confu-
sion will result (Jensen, 1962). Table 1 outlines the interplay between
socio-political and psycho-educational considerations in establishing the
myth of bilingual handicaps and the role of *‘scientific studies” in

perpetuating it.
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The socio-political and psycho-educational assumptions illustrated in
Tabhlmvmmuchhwﬂminmemnmahducmon
debate. The popular press frequently warns that education will
lead to social fragmentation and Quebec-style separatist movements.

This fear of bilingual education is often rationalized in psycho-
educational terms; namely, that if minority children are deficient in

English, then they need instruction in English, notmtheirﬁrstlanmmge
Table 1

BLAMING THE VICTIM IN MINORITY LANGUAGE EDUCATION®
[

A.  Overtaim Covert aim D. °  Outcomes
. i \ .
Teach English 10 Anglicize minority |  Even more intense  The failure of these
minority children children because efforts by the efforts anly serves
in order to create & linguistic and cul- school to eradicate to reinforve the
harmonious society tural diversity are the deficiencies in- myth of minority
with equal oppor- seen as a threat to ;  herent in minority  group deficiencies.
tunity for all. social cohesion, ; children.
Y - v ! U “Scient
B. Method' Justification | C.  Results explanation
[ 3
Prohibit uscof Liin I Llshoudbe &l ShameinLl 1. Bilingealism
schools and make cradicated becauses  language and causes confusion
children reject their it will interfere | culture. in thinking, emo-
own culture and with the learning | tional insecurity,
langusge in order to  of English. i Z Replacement of and school
identify with major- 1 LibylL2 failures.
ity English group. 2 Identification |
withLiculturewill} 3. School failure 2. Minority group
reduce child’s abil-}  among many children are
ity to identify with!  children, *culturally de-
English-speaking l by definition
culture. a,_ since they are not
H Angios).
i
: 1 Some minority
T language groups
H are genetically in-
| ferior (common
! . theory in the
! United States in
1 the 1920s and
; 1930s).

* This table reflects the assumptions of North American school systems in the first half of
this century. However, similar assumptions have been made about minority language
children in the school systems of many other countries.
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Consider, for example, the view expressed by Bethell (1979):

Bilingual education is an idea that appeals to teachers of
Spanish and other tongues, but also to those who never did
think that anocher idea, the United States of America, was a
particularly good one to begin with, and that the sooner it is
restored to its component ‘‘ethnic'* parts the better off we
shall all be. Such people have been welcomed with apen arms
into the upper reaches of the federal government in recent
years, giving rise 13 the suspicion of a death wish. (p. 30)
The psycho-educational argument _appears later when Bethell (1979)
approvingly quotes Congressman John' Ashbrook’s opposition to bi-
lingual education:

The progrem is actually preventing children from learning
English. Someday somebody is going to have to teach those
young people to speak Englisk or else they are going to
become public charges. Our educational system is finding it
increasingly difficult today to teach-English-speaking children
to read their own language. When- children come out of the
Spanish-language schools or Choctaw-language schools
which call- themselves bilingual, how is our educational
system going to make them literate in what will still be a com-
Pletely alien tongue...? (pp. 32-33)

The argument that deficiencies in English should be remediated by in-
tensive instruction in English appears at first sight much more intuitively
appealing. than the alternative argument that instruction in L1 will be
more effective than instruction in English in promoting English skills.
This latter argument appears to invoke a *‘less equals more” type of logic
that is unlikely to convince skeptics. In order to evaluate these alternative
positions, it is necessary to make their propositions more explicit and
make empirical evidence rather than ‘‘common sense” the criterion of
validity. The issues revolve around two alternative conceptions of bi-
lingual proficiency, termed the Separate Underlying Proficiency (SUP)
and Common Underlying Proficiency (CUP) models.

The SUP sad CUP Models of Bilingual Proficiency

The argument that if minority children are deficient in English, then
they need instruction in English, not in their L1, implies: (a) that profi-
ciency in L1 is separate from preficiency in English, and (b) that there is
a direct relationship between exposure to a language (in home or school)
and achievement in that language. The SUP model is illustrated in Figure
4.

“

h Y
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Figure 4

THE SEPARATE UNDERLYING PROFICIENCY (SUP) MODEL
OF BILINGUAL PROFICIENCY

» The second implication of the SUP model follows from the first, that
if L1 and L2 proficiency are separate, then content and skills leamed
through L1 cannot transfer to L2 and vice versa. In terms of the balloon
metaphor illustrated in Figure 4, blowing into the L1 balloon will succeed
in inflating L1 but not L2. When bilingnal education is approached with
these ‘‘common-sense’’ assumptions about bilingual proficiency, it is not
at all surprising that it appears illogical to argue that one can better in-

- flate the L2 bailoon by blowing into the L1 balloon.
However, despite its intuitive appeal, there is not one shred of evidence
to support the SUP model.'2 In order to account for the evidence re-
viewed, we must posit a CUP model in which the literacy-related aspects

12 Macnamara (1970) polnts out that a strict interpretation of a SUP mode! would leive the
bilingual in & curious predicament in that *...he would have great difficulty in ‘com-
municating’ with himself. Whenever he switched languages he would have difficulty in
explaining in 1.2 what he had heard or said in L1"" {pp. 25-26). It is not surprising that
the SUP model is not seriously proposed by any researcher. Nevertheless, it is important
to examine the research evidence in relation to this model, since many educators and
policy-makers espouse positions in regard 1o bilingual education which derive directly
from this implicis model.
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of a bilingual’s proficiency in L1 and L2 are seen as common or in-
terdependent across languages. Two ways of illustrating the CUP model
(the Interdependence Hypothesis) are shown in Figures 5 and 6. °

Figure §

THE COMMON UNDERLYING PROFICIENCY MODEL (CUP)
OF BILINGUAL PROFICIENCY

Figure 6

*  THE “DUAL-ICEBERG" REPRESENTATION OF
BILINGUAL PROFICIENCY '

Surface Features [\

Surirce Features
_ / of 12




*

?
A Theoretical Framework 25

Figure § expresses the point that experience with either language
can promote development of the proficiency underlying both
languages, given adequate motivation and exposure to both
cither in school or in the wider environment. In Figure 6 bilingual profi-
ciency is represented by means of a *‘dual iceberg’® in which common
cross-lingual proficiencies underlie the obviously different surface
manifestations of each language. In the surface features of L1
and L2 are those that have become vely automatized or less
cognitively demanding whereas the underlying proficiency is that in-
Yolved in cognitively demanding communicative tasks.!?

There are five major sources of evidence for the CUP model: (1)
results of pilingual education programs, (2) studies relating age on arrival
and immigrant students’ L2 acquisition, (3) studies relating bilingual
language use in the home to academic achievement, (4) studies of the
relationship between L1 and L2 proficiency, and (5) experimental studies
of bili information processing. The first three sources will be con-
sidered in more detail than the latter two beSause of their direct relevance
to current concerns of bilingual educators in the United States.

Evaluations of Biliagual Programs :

Although there is a widespread perception that bilingua: educa-
tion has yet to its effectiveness (Trombley, 1980), findings of the
availablie, ntrolled research are strongly supportive of the basic
principle underlying bilingual education, i.c., the CUP model of bi-

- lingual proficiency, For example, Troike (1978) reviewed 12 evaluations

and several research studies in which bilingual instruction was found to
be more effective than English-only. instruction in promoting English
academic skills. Two of these evaluations are outlined here as well as
several other evaluations in the United States and elsewhere that clearly
reyute the SUP model.

Rock Point Navajo Study. Before the bilingual program was started
in 1971, ¢hildren were two years behind United States norms in

"mmwmwmnlheCUPmmmuywn“mmw
mormq"mmww«mmmmmwmmmof
bilingual academic skills. It is probable, however, that many aspects of ‘‘context-
cot thpm&;:;:mk the i
context concerned, the transferability acrosanguages
o:mmmmvuhm(u.mmmmmm
mhﬁmﬁcmﬁudwr&s(e;..phduhuchmho!mnm
However, cven where the task demands are langusge specific (e. §.. decoding or
speiling), a strong reistionship may be obtained betweoen skills in L1 and 1.2 83 8 result of
& more generalized proficiency (and motivation) to handle cognitively demanding
context-reduced language taska, Similarly, on the context-embedded side, many socio-
linguistic rules of face-to-face communication are language-specific, but L1 and L2
wuwmﬂykm“-mw-mwmmmm
sociolinguistic, rules of discourse, .
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English reading by the end of sixth grade despite intensive teaching of
English as a second language. The bilingual program used Navajo
-as the major initial medium of instruction and continued its use
throughout elementary school. English reading instruction was delayed
until Navajo reading skills were well established (mid-second grade). By
the end of the sixth grade, children in the bilingual program
were performing slightly above United States gradt norms in English
reading despite considerably less exposure to English than previously
(Rosier and Farella, 1976).

Santa Fe Bilingual Program. In the schools involved in this program,
Spanish was used for between 30 and 50 percent of the school day
throughout elementary school. It was found that children enrolied in the
bilingual program consistently performed significantly better than the
control group (in an English-only program) in both reading and
mathematics. Children enrolled continuously in the bilingual program
from second grade caught up with United States norms in English
reading by fifth grade and stayed close in sixth grade. In math this group
surpassed the national average in fourth grade and maintained an equal
or superior status through sixth grade (Leyba, 1978).

Legarreta Study: Direct ESL-Bilingual Comparison. A study carried
out by Legarreta (1979) in California compared the effectiveness of three
types of bilingual treatments with two types of English-only treatments
in facilitating the development of English communicative competence in
Spanish-background kindergarten children. The three bilingual
treatments were found to be significantly superior to the two English-
only treatments in developing English language skills. The most effective
program was one with balanced bilingual usage (50 percent English, $0
percent Spanish).

Nestor School Bilingual Program Evaluation. The Nestor program in
San Diego involved both Spanish- and English-background students and
uséd a team teaching approach in which instruction in the early grades
was priffisrily through the children's 1. The proportion of instruction in

- L2 was gradually increased until, by fourth grade, approximately 50 per-
cent of instruction was through each language. The evaluation of the
program (Evaluation Associates, 1978) showed that Spanish-background
students gajned an additional .36 of a year's growth in English reading
for each successive year they spent in the bilingual program. Spanish-
background students who had spent five years or more in the bilingual
program at the clementary level tended to perform slightly better in
English reading than the school average at the junior high school level,
despite the fact that at least 37 percent of the comparison group were
originally native English speakers. In mathematics, the sixth grade
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i
Spanish-background children in the program were over a year ahead of
the Spanish speakers in the comparison district and only one month
behind grade level. The English-background participants in the Nestor
bilingual program performed at a higher level than the comparison
groups on a large majority of measures; however, this may be due to a
selection bias. ‘

The Colorado Bilingual Programs Evaluation. Egan and Goldsmith
(1981) and Egan (1981) report on the “‘overwhelming success” of bi-
lingual programs in Colorado for both language minority and Anglo
students. Over 90 percent of the 39 programs for which data were
available reported that “limited-English-proficient” students showed a
rate of academic progress at least as good as that normally expected for
all students. More surprising, however, was the fact that SO percent of
the programs showed' growth rates in English academic skills for
language minority students well beyond the normal expected growth
rates for all students. These results are especially significant in view of
previous research in Colorado (Egan and Goldsmith, 1981) showing that
JHispanic students tended to fall progressively further behind grade
norms during the elementary school years. -

Sodertalje Program for Finnish Immigrant Children in Sweden. The
findings of this evaluation are very similar to those of the Rock Point
Navajo evaluation. Finnish children in Swedish-only programs were

“ftund to perform worse in Finnish than 90 percent of equivalent socio-
economic status Finnish children in Finland and worse in Swedish than
about 90 percent of Swedish children (Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa,
1976). The Sodertalje projram, however, used Finnish as the major in-
itial language of instruction and continued its use throughout clementary
school. Swedish became the major language of instruction from third
grade. By sixth grade, children’s performances in this program in both
Finnish and Swedish were almost at the same level as that of Swedish-
speaking children in Finland, a considerable improvement in both
languages compared to y:eir performances in Swedish-only programs
(Hanson, 1979). -

Manitoba-Francophone Study. A large-scale study carried out by
Heébert e al. (1976) athong third, sixth, and ninth grades, in’ which
minority francophone students in Manitoba were receiving varying
amounts of instruction through the medium of French, found that
the amount of French-medium instruction showed no relationship to
children’s achicvement in English. In other words, francophonesstudents
receiving 80 percent instruction in French and 20 percent instruction in
English did just as well in English as students receiving 80 percent in-
struction in English and 20 percent instruction in French. However,

40



28 Schooling and Language Minority Students:

amount of instruction in French was positively related to achievement in
French. In other words, students® French benefited at no cost to their
progress in English.

Edmonton Ukrainian-English Bilingual Program. This program has
existed in eight Edmonton elementary schools since 1972 and is financial-
ly supported by the Alberta government. In 1978-1979 there were 697
students enrolled between kindergarten and fifth grades. Ukrainian is
used as &8 medium of instruction for S0 percent of the regular school day
throughout elementary school. Only about 15 percent of the students are
fluent in Ukrainian on entry to the program. A study carried out with
first and third grade students (Cummins and Mulcahy, 1978) found that
students who were relatively fluent in Ukrainian as a result of parents
using it consistently in the home were significantly better able to detect
ambiguities in English sentence structure than either equivalent mono-
lingual English-speaking children not in the program or children in the
program who came from predominantly English-speaking homes. The
evaluations of the program have shown no detrimental effects on the
development of children’s English or other academic skills. In fact, by
the end of fifth grade children in the program had pulled ahead of the
comparison group in English reading comprehension skills (Edmonton
Public School Board, 1979).

In summary, the results of rescarch on bilingual programs show that
minority children’s L] can be promoted in school at no cost to the
development of proficiency in the majority language. Ia other words, the
educational argument against bilingual education is invalid; in order to
explain the findings, it is necessary to posit a common proficiency dimen-
sion that underlies the development of academic skills in both languages.
The data clearly show that well-implemented bilinguai programs have
had remarkable success in developing English academic skills and have
proved superior to ESL-only programs in situations where direct com-
parisons have been carried out.

How do we reconcile the success of L1 medmmpmsramsforminomy
children with the fact that majority language children fare very well
academica’ly in French or Spanish immersion programs (Cummins,
1979b; Swain, 1978)7'¢ There are many differences between these
situations, e.g., prestige of L1, security of children’s identity and self-
concept, and level of support for L1 development in home and environ-

A French immersion program involves tesching students from English home
backgrounds through the medium of French for a major part of the school day from
kindergarten through high school. The goal is bilingualism in French and English. These
programs are now extremely common in Canada. and evaluations show that students

gain high levels.of French proficiency at oo cost to proficiency in English (Swain, 1978).
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ment. Thus, it is not surprising that different forms of educational pro-
grams should be appropriate for children with very different background
characteristics. The apparent contradiction between findings in minority
and majority contexts completely disappears when we stop thinking in
terms of “linguistic mismatch’* or **home-school language switch.* In
immersion programs for majority language children, as well as in bi-
lingual programs for minority children, instruction through the minority
language has been effective in promoting proficiency in bork languages.
These findings, which have been replicated in an enormous number of
studies, support the following *Interdependence’’ Hypothesis: To the
extent that instruction in Ly is effective in promoting proficiency in Ly,
transfer of this praficiency to Ly will occur provided there is adequate
expasure to Ly (either in school or environment) and adequate rtiva-
tion to learn Ly. In other words, far from being contradictory, th. .ame
theoretical principle, the CUP model, underlies immersion programs for

majority language students as well as bilingual programs for language
minority students.

Age on Arrival and L2 Acquisition

It would be predicted on the basis of the Interdependence Hypothesis
that older learners who are more cognitively mature and whose L1 profi-
ciency is better developed would acquire cognitively demanding aspects
of L2 proficiency more rapidly than younger learners. Recent reviews of
rescarch on the age issue confirm this prediction (Cummins, 19803;
Cummins, 1981; Ekstrand, 1977; Genesee, 1978; Krashen ef al., 1979).
The only area where research suggests older learners may not have an ad-
vantage is pronunciation, which, significantly, appears to be one of the
least cognitively demanding aspects of both L} and L2 proficiency. In
terms of the model presented in Figure 3, we would expect the advantage
of older learners to be especially apparent in context-reduced aspects of
L2 proficiency because of their greater smount of experience in process-
ing context-reduced aspects of L1.

The extent of the advantage older learners have in acquiring context-
reduced cognitively demanding aspects of 1.2 is illustrated by the data in
Figure 7. The test, a group adaptation of the Ammons Picture
Vocabulary Test (Ramsey and Wright, 1972), and subjects (1,210 fifth,
seventh, and ninth grade immigrant students in the Toronto Board of
Education) are the same as in Figure 1. However, the data are presented
in terms of absolute scores on the test rather than in terms of grade
norms. In Figure 1, older and younger L2 learners appeared to approach
grade norms at a generally comparable rate. However, because older
learners have further to go in order to reach grade-appropriate levels of
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Figure 7
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L2 scademic proficiency (consider, for example, the difference between
the vocabulary knowledge of a twelve- and six-year-old monolingual
English child), we would expect them to acquire more L2 than younger
learners in absolute terms in the same amount of time, This is clearly the
case in Figure 7. In this study, it was possible to make 90 comparisons
between older and younger learners on context-reduced cognitively
demanding aspects of L2. In 89 of these, older learners performed
better.*®

' It may appear surprisipg that older learners make more rapid progress in aoquiring L2 in
view of the popular/myth that there is an optimal pre-pu“ertal age for L2 acquisi-
; tion. However, 2 mgjor resson for the advantage is obvious when the data are viewed
from within the of the CUP model. For example, in learning the term
“*democracy’’ the for a 14-year-old immigrant child consists of acquiring a new
fabel for a concept y developed in L1; for a 6-year-old immigrant child the term
will not be acquired until the concept has been developed. The advantage of older
learners lies in the interdependence of conceptual knowledge across languages.
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The relationship between L1 and L2 proficiency in immigrant students
was explicitly investigated in two studies. Cummins ef al. (1981) reporte1
that older Japanese immigrant students, whose L1 literacy skills were
better developed, acquired English proficiency significantly faster than
younger immigrant students. It was also found that students who im-
migrated at younger ages developed significantly lower proficiency in
Japanese compared to students who immigrated at older ages and who
had been in Canada for the same amount of time. All the students in this
study were from upper-class backgrounds. .

Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa (1976) also report that among Fin-
nish immigrant children in Sweden, the extent to which L1 had been
developed prior tq contact with Swedish was strongly related to how well
Swedish was learned. Children who migrated at age 10-12 maintained a
level of Finnish close to Finnish students in Finland and achieved
Swedish language skills comparable to those of Swedes. By contrast,
children who migrated at younger age levels or who were born in Sweden
tended to reach a developmental plateau at a low level in both Finnish
and Swedish academic proficiency. k

Consistent with the Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa findings (1976),
there is considerable anecdotal evidence that immigrant students from
Mexico fare better educationally than native-born Mexican-Americans.
For example, Troike (1978) stated that:

It is a common experience that...children who immigrate to
the United States...qfter grade six...rather quickly acquire
English and soon out-perform Chicano students who have
been in United States schools since grade one. (. 15)

Based an a survey of school personnel in four southwestern states, Carter
(1970) similarly reported that many teachers and administrators believe
that older immigrant students achieved better than native-bora Chicano
students. ' ) ‘

.In summary, considerable research supports the prediction derived
from the lnterdepexidenpe Hypothesis that older immigrant children

"*Two empirical studies (Kimball, 1968; Anderson and Sohnson, 1971) support these
teacher perceptions. However, a receat study (Baral, 1979) reports that immigrant
students who had had at Iem‘twoyeanofschooﬁnshb!eskopuformeddmﬁﬁmnﬁy
lower in academic skills than nativé-born Mexican students. Two factors an important
in interpreting these results: first, the immigrant students came from significantly lower
mmmmmmmmmﬁwmmzm.mm‘mm
Unitﬁmmwbﬂmmundﬁwmmmmmmed
earlier (Cummins, 1981) suggest that it can take up to seven years for immigrant students
lo approach grade norms in English academic skills. Students who were in Canada for
three years were still approaimately one standard deviation below grade norms. Thus,
the reiatively short length of residence and the socio-ecenomic differences between im-
migrant and native-bomn studenss can sccount for Baral's (1979) findings.
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make more rapid progress than younger children in acquiring 1.2 profi-
ciency. It should be noted that these relationships between L1 and
L2 do not operate in a sociocultural vicuum. The role of sociocultural
factors in relation to cognitive and linguistic factors will be considered in
a later section.

Primary anﬁe Development in the Home
Several studies show that the use of a minority language in the home is
not a handicap to children’s academic progress.!? This was evident in the
Cummins and Mulcahy (1978) study of the Ukrainian bilingual program
where first and third grade students who used Ukrainian consistently in
the home were better able to detect ambiguities in English sentence struc-
ture. Two other studies (Bhatnager, 1980; Chesarek, 1981) suggest that,
under certain conditions, a switch to the use of the majority language in
the home is associated with poor academic progress in the majority
Chesarek (1981) carried out a longitudinal study among elementary

students on a Crow reservation in Montana in which he identified a sub-
group of students who had one or more Crow-speaking parents bat were
raised as English speakers. This group of students scored significantly
lower on a non-verbal ability test at school entry than either native Crow-
speaking children or English-speaking children of two English-speaking
parents. In a longitudinal follow-up at third grade in one of the reserva-
tion schools that utilized a bilingual instructional program, it was found
that this group performed worse on several aspects of English achieve-
ment than the native Crow-speaking group.'® Chesarek (1981) sums up -
these findings as follows:

In other words, children who had only three years exposure to

English in a bilingual program context were surpassing

children for whom English was the only language. (p. 14)

A very similar pattern of findings emerges from a recent study carried .
out by Bhatnager (1980) in Montreal, Canada. In this study, the

7[n addition to the studies considered in the 1ext, studies carried out by Carey and Cum-
mins (1979), Ramirex and Politzer (1976), and Yee and La Forge (1974) with minosity
francophone, Hispanic, and Chinese students, respectively, show that, In {tself, the use
ofnmimhyllmﬂwbmeknmmimpedmmmemﬁ:imofum
skills in school, These fincings, of course, create problems of the ‘“linguistic misma
ratiomale for bilingual education, namely, mmmmmmm'
their home language is differcet from that of the school.

"M(lﬂl)pﬁnmwuhutmmyﬂnkbiwmmymmmﬂm
themnimcﬁmﬂmbdnsdevﬁedtodcvdophsmmmphymdmhina

materials 2s well as training aides to assume instructional activi

A
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academic progress of 171 lalian immigrant children in English language |

elementary schools and 102 in French language schools was examined in
relation to langusge spoken at home and with friends and siblings. Bhat-
nager sums up his findings as follows: .

The results reported kere do not support the popular assump-
tion that the more immigrant children speak the local
language the better their adjustment to the host culture. It is
interesting to note that immigrant children who used Italian
and a Canadian language interchangeably were better even at
English or French, of both the spoken and written variety,
than children who used English or French all the
time....Language retention...should lead to higher academic
adjustment, better facility in the host language, and better
social relations af immigrant children. (1980, pp. 153-155)**

In all these instances, the SUP model would have predicted . that

students exposed exclusively to the majority language at home would
perform better than students who used a minority language at home.

- This prediction receives no support from the research findings; instead,

the research supports the prediction derived from the CUP model, that
experience with cither language is capable of promoting the proficiency

‘that underlies the development of academic skills in both

nns.whetherzngﬂshoraminoﬂtyhnmismmthehmeis in
itself, relatively unimportant for students’ academic development. As
Wells’ (1979) study has shown, what is important for future academic
success is the quality of interaction children experience with adults.
Viewed from this perspective, encouraging minority parents to com-
municate in English with their children in the home can have very detri-

mental consequences. If parents are not comfortable in English, the

quality of their interaction with their children in English is likely to be
less than in L1. Thus, the lower academic achievement of minority
children who used L2 exclusively with their parents and friends in Bhat-
nagar’s (1980) and Chesarek’s (1981) studies may be attributable to the
lower quality of communication their parents were capable of providing
in their second language.®®

“W(l%mmmmmmﬁmywtmw
mmmm«wwmmmmmm 1 and

unm.nmmqmmm’mumwmm that only
those students who had immigrated recently would exclusively.
Lengtk of residence s not considered in Bhatnager’s study, but the faﬁamil
mmnmmwmmmummmmmm

"mmfromxwmhummmmmemm are corelational
studies of the relationship between L1 anid L2 proficiency and experimental studies of bi-
lingual information processing. )
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In summary, the research figdings from evaluations of bilingual pro-
grams, studies of immigrant children’s academic progress, and studies
that examined the consequences of different patterns of home language
use, are consistent with predictions derived from the CUP model.
However, the observed relationships between L1 and 12 do not operate
independently of the sociocultural context. In the next section the role of
sociocultural factors in determining minority students’ academic
development is considered.

Sociocultural Determinants of Minority Students’ Achievement

Linguistic, cognitive, or educational factors by themselves cannot ac-
count for the school failure of minority students because there are large
individual and group differences in academic’ achievement of minority
students exposed to the same educational conditions (c.8., home-school
language switch). Consider, for example, the fact that immigrant
students who arrived in Canada before age six achieved grade norms in
L2 academic skills (see Figure 1), whereas Finnish students who im-

migrated to Sweden at an early age attained only a low level plateau in .

Swedish academic skills. This latter pattern also appears to characterize
Hispanic students who immigrate at an early age or who are born in ihe
United States.

What sociocultural factors account for this pattern of differential
achievement by minority students in different contexts? Socio-economic
mwﬁﬁ&mmmumfmmeﬁﬁmmaumm
low SES. Acculturation, or the degree to which minority students adopt
the language and cultural values of the majority, likewise fails to account
forthedata.ltmukumiqnmthemjorfmtwaxwork.wwould
:xpeuﬂmenﬁnoﬁtystudentswhousedoﬂyﬁusﬂshathomempcr-
form better academically than those who maintained the use of L1 at
home. In fact, as the studies by Chesarek (1981) and Bhatnagar (1980)
demonstrate, such *“‘acculturated’” students often (but not necessarily

Many studies have shown highly significant correlations between L1 and L2 proficiency
(wm.nmmnumwmmmmmm
awmhMMMMﬂdmmmm
students develop after transferring from the bilingual program (Fischer and Cabello,
1978).
Emmmmﬂbwmtmmmmmuymm
Wmmﬂmﬂwﬂmh&emmyh&e&mw
and in the same way as monolinguals (Caramazza and Brones, 1980; Eariguez, 1980;
Kolers, 19688; Landry, 1978, 1980; McCormack, 197§). In other words, bitingnals have
only oae semantic memory system that can be aocessed via two languages. The studies
Mmmunmummmuwm..mm(m
Chang, mnnnuoumhhcmmrymmmmm
results. She conchides that, at the input and conceptual level, the two languages of the
bilingual are in one storage.
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always) show dower levels of English academic achievement than students
who continue to use their L1 at home and maintain their allegiance to the
home culture.?*

An examination of the sociocultural characteristics of minority groups
that tend to perform poorly in L2-only school situations suggests that the

) attitudes of these groups towards their own identity may be an important

factor in interaction with educational treatment. Specifically, groups
such as Finns in Sweden, North American Indians, Spanish-speakers in

. the U.S., and Franco-Ontarians in Canads all tend to have ambivalent or
negative feelings towards the majority culturg and often also towards
their own culture. This pattern has been :léarly documented for Finnish
immigrants in Sweden by Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa (1976). For
example, Heyman (1973) concludes:

Many Finns in Sweden feel an riversion, and sometimes even
hostility, towards the Swedish language and refuse to learn
it...under protest. There Is reyeated evidence of this, as there
is, on the other hand, of Finnish people—children and
aduits—who are ashamed of their Finnish language and do

‘ not allow it to live and develop. (p. 131)

* The same pattern of ambivalence or hostility towards the majority
cultural group and insecurity about one’s own language and culture is
found, to a greater or lesser extent, in other minority groups that have
tended to perform poorly in school. For example, many Franco-
Ontarians tend to regard their own dialect of French as inferior and to
show low aspirations for social and economic mobility in the majority
anglophone culture. In contrast, minority groups that do well in school
tend to be highly motivated to learn the majority language and often
(though not always) have a strong sense of pride in their own cultural
backgrounds.

According to this interpretation, part of the reason bilingual education
is successful in promoting minority students’ academic progress is that
by validating the cuitural identity of the students (as well as that of the~
community), it reduces their ambivalence towards the majority language
and culture. Older immigrant students often fare better than minority
students born in the host country because they have not been subject to
the same ambivalence towards both cultural groups in their pre-school
and early school years and, hence, approach the task of learning L2 with
a secure identity and academic self-concept. Similarly, the exclusive use
of L2 rather than L] in the home is likely both to reflect and contribute
to minority stugients’ amrbivalence towards 1L.2.

* 8] am grateful to Steve Chesarek for pointing this out to me.
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. Clearly, at this stage, these suggestions in regard to the operation of
“bicultural ambivalence'® ar~ speculative. However, they appear to ac-
eountfonhtdambmathanasimpk"muhumﬁon"exp!muonmd.
also provide the basis for a more adequate rationale for bilingual educa-
tion than “’linguistic mismatch" between home and school.

How does the operation of sociocultural factors relate to the linguistic
factors (e.g., interdependence between L] and 1.2) described earlier? The
development of communicative proficiency in L1 and L2 can be regarded
as an intervening variable mediating the effects of the sociocultural con-
text on achievement. For example, sociocultural factors are likely to af-
fect patterns of parent/child interaction that will influence the develop-
ment of communicative proficiency (as described in Figure 2) in L1
and/or L2 that will, in turn, influence children’s ability to benefit from
instruction. Thus, if parents are ambivalent about the value of their
cultural background or feel that they speak an inferior dialect of L1, they
may not strongly encourage children to develop L1 skills in the home.
They may tolerate (or even encourage) children to watch television for a
considerable portion of the day on the grounds that this will help them to
learn English and do well at school. This attitude may be encouraged by
some teachers who believe that children should be exposed to as little L1
as possible.

Compare this situation to that of language minority parents who feel a
strong sense of pride in their cultural background and are eager to
transmit this cultural heritage to their children. They are likely to spend
more time “‘negotiating meaning”’ (in L.1) with their children, which ac-
cording to Wells’ (1979) findings, is a strong predictor of future
academic success. If we assume that those aspects of communicative pro-
ficiency most relevant to academic success develop largely as a result of
quality and quantity of communication with adults, then children in the
second situation will come to school beiter prepared to handle the
context-reduced communicative demands of school than children in the
first situation, despite the fact that they may know little or no English
(Chesarek, 1981). As the research reviewed in the context of the CUP
mode] clearly shows, communicative proficiency already developed in L1
can readily be transferred to L2, given motivation to learn L2 and ex-
posure to L2.

How do schoo! programs interact with sociocultural and linguistic fac-
tors? As outlined in Table !, schools have contributed directly to minori-
ty children’s academic difficulties by undermining their cultural identity,
attempting to eradicate their L1, and exposing them to incomprehensible
context-reduced input in English. Recent evaluations of bilingual educa-
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tion, however, have shown that when schools reinforce minority
children’s cultural identity, promote the development of the L1 com-
municative proficiency children bring to school, and make instruction in
English comprehensible-by embedding it in a context that is meaningful
in relation to students’ previous experience, then minority students ex-
perience academic success and develop high English literacy skills, in
spite of sociocultural impediments.

In summary, although both sociocultural and educational factors con-
tribute directly to the development of communicative proficiency in
minority students, a large majority of academic and communicative
deficits (e.g., low reading achievement) are developed in these students
only as a result of failure by educators to respond appropriately to the
sociocultural and communicative characteristics childrena bring to school.

In this section, bilingual communicative proficiency has been con-
sidered as a dependent variable in relation to sociocultural and educa-’
tional factors. Bilingual communicative proficiency can also be regarded
as an intervening variable, which in turn influences the further develop-
ment of cognitive and academic skills. In other words, how do different
patterns of bilingual proficiency influence students’ ability to benefit
from interaction with their scholastic envxronment? This issue is con-
sidered in the next section.

Bilingual Proficiency as Educations! Entichment: The Threshold
. Hypothesis

It was pointed out in a previous section that because bilingual children
performed more poorly than monolingual children on a variety of
verbal-academic tasks in early studies, bilingualism was often regarded
as a cause of language handicaps and cognitive confusion. However,
more recent findings refute this interpretation. A large number of studies
have reported that bilingual children are more cognitively flexible in cer-
tain respects and bettér able to analyze linguistic meaning than are
monolingual children (Cummins, 1979b). Albert and Obler (1978) con-
clude on the basis of neuropsychological research findings that:

Bilinguals mature earlier than monolinguals both in terms of
cerebral lateralization for language and in acquiring skills for -~
linguistic abstraction. Bilinguals have better developed
auditory language skills than monolinguals, but there is no
clear evidence that they differ from monolinguals in written
skills. (p. 248)

These findings are not at all surprising when one considers that
bilingual children have been exposed to considérably more “‘training’
in analyzing and interpreting language than monolingyal children.
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The greater analytic orientation to language of bilingual children is con-
sistent with the view of Vigotskii (1962), who argues that being able
to express the same thought in different languages will enabje the child
to "seehislnnguageasoncpmicnh:systemamongmy. to view
its phenomena under more general categories, and this leads
to awarengss of his linguistic operations” (p. 110). Lambert and

- Tucker (1972) argued that a similar process was likely to operate among
children in bilingual programs. They suggested that, as children develop
high level bilingual skills, they are likely to practice a form of ““incipient
contrastive linguistics™ by comparing the syntax and vocabulary of their
two languages.

How do we resolve the apparent inconsistency that bilingualism is
associated with both positive and negative cognitive and academic ef-
fects? An analysis of the characteristics of subjects in these two types of
studiessuuemumthelevdofbilinsuaﬁsmwﬂdmnmminismlmpor-
tant factor in mediating the effects of bilinguallsm on their educational
development (Cummins, 1979b). Specifically, a large majority of the
“negative’ studies were carried out with language minority children
whose L1 was gradually being replaced by a more dominant and
prestigious L.2. Under these conditions, these children developed refative-
ly low levels of academic proficiency in both languages. In contrast, the
majority of scudies that have reported cognitive advantuges associated

« with bilingualism have involved students whose L1 proficiency has con-
tinued to develop while 12 is being acquired. Consequently, these
students have been characterized by relatively high levels of proficiency
in both languages. - '

* These data have led to the hypothesis that there may be threshold
levels of linguistic proficiency bilingual children must attain in order to
avoid cognitive deficits and allow the potentially bene'icial aspects of
becoming bilingual to influence cognitive growth. The Threshoid
Hypothesis assumes that those aspects of bilingualism that might
positively influence cognitive growth are unlikely to come into effect un-
til children have attained a certain minimum or threshold level of profi-
ciency in the second language. Similarly, if bilingual children attain only
a very low level of proficiency in one or both of their'languages, their in-
teraction with the environment through these languages both in terms of
input and output, is likely to be impoverished.

The form of the Threshold Hypothesis that seems to be most consis-
tent with the available data is that there are two thresholds (Cummins,
1976; Toukomaa and Skutnabb-Kangas, 1977). The attainment of a
lower threshold level of bilingual proficiency would be sufficient to avoid
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any negative cognitive effects; but the attainment of a second, higher
level of bilinguml proficiency might be necessary to lead to accelerated
cognitive growth. The Threshold Hypothesis is illustrated in Figure 8.
Since this hypothesis was originally formulated (Cummins, 1976),
several studies have reported findings consistent: with its general tenets
(Cummins and Mulcahy, 1978; Duncan and DeAvila, 1979; Kessler and
Quinn, 1980). Duncan and DeAvila (1979), for example, found that
. language minority students who had developed high levels of L1 ahd L2
« .proficiency (proficient bilinguals) performed significantly better than
monolingnals and other sub-groups of bilinguals (partial and limited bi-
linguals) on a battery of cognitive tasks. Kessler and Quinn (1980) found
that Hispanic bilingual students who had been in a bilingual program
performed significantly better than monolinguals on a science problem-
solving task, while Cummins and Mulcahy (1978) found that Ukrainian-
English bilingual students who spoke Ukrainian at home and received 50
percent ingtruction through Ukrainian were better able to detect am-
biguities in English sentence structure than were monolingual English-
speaking students.

Figure8 ° .o
COGNITIVE EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF BILINGUALISM®
| Typeof Biinpuation  Cogrithe Effecs '

/\ A. Proficien bilinguatism  Positive
High leveh in both cognitive
languages effects
% Higher threshold
(\ B. Aurtia! bilingualism Neither positive  level of bilingual
Native-fike lewed in nor negative proficiency
g | ocne of the languages cognitive effects
% Lower threshold
E level of dilingual
C. Limited bifirgresfisrn Negative proficiency
Low level in both cogaitive effects
languages (may be
bakanced or dominant)
L]

* Adapted from Toukomaa and Skutnabb-Kangas, 1977, p. 28.

o 92




*

40 Schooling and Language Minority Students:

~ In summary, far from impeding English language and general
Micski!lsdevdopmt.astheSl{Pmﬁdwmﬂdpmdict.biﬂmal
instruction appears to offer students a potentially enriching educational
environment. For language minority students, this potential appears to
beredﬁnedonlywheutherlmntinmtod_evdopasﬂwymapquiﬁns

S

Application of Theoretical Analysis to Bilingual Education
In this section, theimp}icaﬁom for bilingnal education of the research
and theory outlined earlier will be made explicit. The four major implica-
tions relate to the rationale for bilingual education, entry criteria,
reclassification and exit criteria, and assessment considerations.

The Rationsle for Bilingual Education '

The failure of 12-only programs to promote L2 literacy skills effec-
tively among some groups of language minority children was interpreted
by many academics as support for the hypothesis that mismatch between
the language of home and language of school is a major cause of
academic ' retardation among minority children (Downing, 1978;
UNESCO, 1953; United States Commission on Civil Rights, 1975). This
Linguistic Mismatch Hypothesis is exemplified in the well-known
UNESCO statement that “it is axiomatic that the best medium for
teaching a child is his mother tongue' (UNESCO, 1953, p. 11).

The Linguistic Mismatch Hypothesis has come to be the main
theoretical rationale for bilingual education in the United-States. This is
unfortunage because it greatly over-simplifies the complexity of the issues
mdasamalprlndplehulit:kvaﬁﬂty.mmofmajomy
hnsuaaesmdemsinFrenchimmasimpmsmmandotmmimﬁiy
children in L2-only programs show clearly that *“linguistic mismatch’’
has limited explanatory power. )

The transitional form of bilingual education operating in most states
derives directly from the linguistic mismatch hypothesis. The focus on in-
ttial mismatch between the *‘visible'* surface forms of L1 and L2 implies
that children can be switched to an English-only program when they have
acquired basic fluency in English. Thus, in mo:. transitional programs,
the role of L1 instruction in developing English academic proficiency is
inadequately understood. L1 is viewed only as an interim carrier of sub-
ject matter content until L2 can take over, rather than as the means
through which children *‘negotiate meaning’ with significant adults in
their worid, thereby Jaying the foundation for overall academic and
cognitive development.

There are several major differences between the linguistic mismatch
rationale and that developed in this paper. First, the present rationale
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i
. emphasizes the sociocultural determinants of' minority students’

academic difficulties. A maj@r reason for the success of quality bilingual
programs is that they encourage minority students (and probably the
minerity commuaity) to take pride in their cultural background. A pro-
gram that continues to promote students’ L1} throughout eleqnentary
school is much more likely to reinforce children’s cultural identity than
one that aims tg remove children as quickly as possible from any contact
with, ov use of, L} in school.

A second ‘way in which the present rationale differs from the linguistic
mismatch rationale is that it takes account of the difference between
context-embedded and context-reduced communicati proficiency. The
linguistic mismatch rationale leaves undefined the natde of the *‘English
proficiency” required to survive in an all-English classroom; but by
default, relatively superficial aspects of context-embedded com-
municative proficiency have usually been regarded as adequate. This
assumption ignores the fact that it takes L2 learners considerably longer
to achieve grade-appropriate levels of L2 context-reduced com-
municative pmﬁcm than it does to achieve peer-appropriate levels of
face-to-face context-embedded communicative proficiency. Thus, the
present qnalysis suggests that a realistic reclassification threshold of
“English proficiency’* is unlikely to be attained by most langyage
minority students until the later grades of elementary school.

A third difference between the linguistic mismatch rationale and that
developed in this paper relates to the role assigned to minority students’
L1 proficiency in the acquisition of English academic skills. Instruction
through L1 lsrandedasmuchmthananim«immd«ofmbjm
matter content; rather, it is the means through which the conceptual ana
communicative proficiency that underlies bothk L1 and English literacy is
dwe!oped.mdabmaﬁonoftheCUPmoddwovides,nmﬁomlefor
continuing the promotion of L1 literacy development throughout
clementary school as a means ‘of simultaneously contributing to 'the
development of both English and L1 literacy skills. ’

Afomhdiffermisthefactmat.uniikethelinsuisﬁcmismatchm-
tionale, the present rationale emphasizes the additional cognitive and
linguistic advantages (beyond the obvious advantage of being bilingual)
mamrchmmtsmassoduedwhhtheaminmentofpmﬁcimt

Finally, within the present framework, the language spoken by the
child in the home is, in itself, essentially irrelevant. What should be much
more important in determining the“Yesponse of the school are the
sociocuftural characteristics and overall level of communicative prcfi-
ciency of children on entry, The school program should in every case at-
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tempt to build on (rather than replace) the entry characteristics of
children.

Who Should Enter Bilingual Programs?

The research evidence reviewed above strongly suggests that programs
that aim to develop a high level of proficiency in two languages provide
greater potential for academic development for a/l children than educa-
tion through the medium of only one language. Whether or not this
greater potential is realized in any particular bilingual program will, of
course, depend on the quality of the program. Research has failed to
identify any category of student for whom a bilingual education would
be less suitable than a monolingual education. This issue has been exten-
sively researched in Canada in the context of French/English bilingual
programs. Students with learning disabilities, low academic ability, and
non-English or non-French home backgrounds have all been found to
perform at least as well in French/English bilingual programs as
equivalent students in English-only programs (Cummins, 1980b). In
other words, the enrichment potential of bilingual education is accessible
to all students.

This conclusion is also clearly supported by the recent large-scale

" evaluation of bilingua! education programs in the staie of Colorado

(Egan and Goldsmith, 1981), which found that students from English
language backgrounds gained just as much from bilingual education as
“linguistically different’’ students. Both groups of students are reported
to have made significant gains in bilingual programs compared to what
would have been expected in regular English programs. For language
minority students who fail in L.2-only school programs, bilingual educa-
tion offers a very basic form of enrichment, i.e., the possibility of educa-
tional survival,

There has been considerable debate in recent years about which
categories of language minority students shouid enter bilingual pro-
grams. Much of this debate has been political in nature and only Dulay
and Burt (1980) have advanced any sericus educational argument in
favor of limiting access to bilingual education by Limited English Profi-
cient (LEP) students. Arguing on the basis of the Linguistic Mismatch
Hypothesis, Dulay and Burt suggest that ‘‘English-superfor’’ LEP
students should receive instruction primarily through English, *‘primary-
language superior” LEP students should receive bilingual education,
while *‘limited balanced’® (i.e., equally limited in L1 and L2) students
should be taught through whichever language is spoken at home. The
analysis and reseaich reviewed in this paper shows that this suggestion
has no educational support, either empirical or theoretical.
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Reclassification and Exiting Considerations

It should be clear by now that there is no educational justification for
exiting students from a successful bilingual program. The CUP model
provides an interpretation of why students in bilingual programs per-
form well in English academic skills despite much less instruction
through English. Furthermore, many studies show cognitive and
academic advantages as a result of attaining literacy and fluency in two
languages. Exiting students from bilingual programs in the early grades
of elementary school is likely to short-circuit these academic advantages;
the rationale for a quick-exit policy is either socio-political in nature or
else based on an ill-conceived SUP model of bilingual proficiency.

It is instructive to examine the confused logic of transitional bilingual
education as currently practiced in many school districts. Minority
smdentsintmnsitionalpmgxmareexpectedtomkesomuchpmgm
in thecosniﬁvcandmdemicskﬂlsundeﬂyingﬁnglishﬁwacyinﬂmm-
ly grades that after two or three years they should be able to compete on
an equal footing with their monolingual English-speaking peers. In other
words, a CUP model of bilingual proficiency is implicitly endorsed in the
early grades. Yet proponents of a quick-exit policy revert to a SUP model
byammms(muarytomdrearﬂermumpﬁonandthemmhdam)
that children’s English skills will not develop adequately unless they are
mainstreamed as soon as possible to an English-only program. It is ironic
that the carlier they want the child mainstreamed, the more effectivaghey
must assume the L1 instruction to have been in pfomoting L2 proficiency
(Cummins, 1980d).

Assessment Considerations

The lack of a theoretical framework that would allow the relationship
between ‘‘communicative competence’’ and academic achievement to be
considered is especially obvious in the confusion surrounding ap-
propriate ways of assessing language proficiency and dominance for en-
try and exit purposes in bilingual education. Some measures are intended
specifically not to relate to academic achievement [e.g., the Bilingual
Syntax Measure (Burt ef al., 1975)], while others are intended to show a
moderate relationship [e.g., the Larguage Assessment Scales (DeAvila
and Duncan, 1976)}].

Given that the purpose of language proficiency assessment is place-
ment of students in classes taught through the language which, it is
assumed, will best promote the development of academic skills, it is im-
perative that the test have predictive validity for academic achievement.
In other words, the test must assess aspects of language proficiency
related to the development of literacy. If it does not, then its relevance to
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the placement of bilingual students is highly questionable (Cummins,
1980b).

For entry at the kindergarten level, assessment should probably in-
volve cognitively demanding contexi-embedded measures, while for exit
purposes, cognitively demanding context-reduced measures should be
used (see Figure 3). The rationale for this suggestion is that context-
embedded measures are necessary to reflect chikiren's pre-school
language experiences, but context-reduced measures are more ap-
propriate for reclassification purposes because they more accurately
reflect the communicative demands of an all-English classroom.

Concdlusion

Although further research is required to specify in detail what con-
stitutes ‘‘sufficient’” English proficiency for reclassification purposes,
there is considerable evidence regarding conditions necessary for English
literacy development among students traditionally performing poorly in
English-only school programs. The research suggests that achievement in
English literacy skills is strongly related to the extent of development of
L1 literacy skills. Thus, rather than reclassifying and exiting minority
students as soon as possible, teachers and administrators should be con-
cerned with providing students with sufficient time in the bilingual pro-
gram to develop *‘threshold’’ levels of biliteracy.

How much time is sufficient? The evidence reviewed earlier suggests
that school districts should aim to provide at least 50 percent of instruc-
tion in the early grades through the child's L1, and instruction in and
through the L1 should be continued throughout elementary school.
Although there are no exact formulas as to how much L1 and L2 instruc-
tion ought to be provided at any particular grade level, it seems
reasonable to suggest that it would be appropriate to provide more
English input in school in situations where exposure to English outside
school is limited. However, this increased exposure should not come in
the early grades where the instructional emphasis should be on L} in
order to develop the conceptual apparatus required to make English
context-reduced input comprehensible. Where there is little or no ex-
posure to English outside school, between S0 and 7§ percent of the in-
structional time could be through English from third grade.

It is critically important, however, that decisions made by teachers, ad-
ministrators, and policy-makers regarding bilingual education take ac-
count of the nature of language proficiency and its cross-lingual dimen-
sions. The rationale for bilingual education and the specific program
suggestions made in this paper and others in this volume can be ap-
preciated only when it is realized that context-reduced communicative
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proficiency is different from context-embedded communicative profi-

dmcyandth«umostmdemicaﬂyimpommaspectsofu and L2 profi-
ciency are manifestations of the same underlying dimension.

"J 0
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Bilingual Education and
Second Language Acquisition Theory*

Stephen D. Krashen
lntrodncﬂm_)

THE IMPRESSION ONE GETS from the popular press is that bi-
lingual education is a mess. We are told that *‘basic disagreements range
across the entire field of bilingual education' (Trombley, 1980a), that
the experts disagree on which programs are best, that those who are sup-
posed to benefit from bilingual education often oppose it, that there is
little information about how second languages are acquired, and that
basic rescarch on all of these issues is either contradictory or lacking.

While we cannot cover the entire field of bilingual education, we will
examine some of these disagreements, certain central issues in bilingal
education that appear to be uni esolved. In the first section, we will brief-
ly describe the issues, the points of contention. Following this, we will
review what is known today about the process of second language ac-
quisition. A third section will show how this new information, along with
a considerable amount of excellent thinking and research in bilingualism
and bilingual education, helps to reslove some of the issues facing
parents and educators today. We will see that while bilingual education
does have many unresoived problems, the situation is not nearly as bad
as it may appear. Basic research and theory already exist that speak to
many of the issues in the field today.

The Issues

The aim of this section is merely to present the issues. This is no easy
task. There appear to be a bewildering variety of options and programs,
cach with its supporters and detractors. I will try to present some of these
options and scme of the points of debate. This will not be a complete
survey; it will, however, cover those questions upon which current
research and theory can shed some light. The presentation is in the form
of definitions, done in the hope that consistent use of terms will alleviate
at least some of the confusion that exists in bilingual education today.

*This paper owes a tremendous debt to the research and thinking of James Cummins. 1
would also iike to thank Professors Merrill Swain and John Olfer for a very helpful discus-
sion of Professor Cummins' ideas and their relationship 10 second language acquisition
theory, and to Robin Scarcella for her comments.
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]
Bilingual Education Programs _

While we could use bilingual education as a cover term for practically
all of the programs described below, it will be useful to limit it here. Bi-
lingual education refers to situsiions in which students are able to study
subject matter in their first language (L1) while their weaker language
skills catch up. This is Trombley's view of bilingual education: **Bi-
lingual Education is intended to permit students who speak little or no
English to learn reading, writing, arithmetic and other basic subjects in
their primary language while they are acquiring proficiency in English”
(September 4, 1980b, p. 1). The theory behind bilingual eu ication is that
it allows non-English proficient (NEP) children to keep up in subject
matter while acquiring English as a second language.

There are, of course, many varieties of bilingual education. Bilingual
education programs vary in at least four ways:; ,

1. Language use (manner). It is possible to present subject matter in
the first language and leave it up to the English as a Second Language
(ESL) component to provide practice in English (bilingual education +
ESL). Most programs provide at least some subject matter in both
languages, and there are several ways this can be done. Some provide
some subjects in English and others in the first langvage; others use both
languages for the same subject. Here again, there are several
possibilities, A common method is s in first one language and
thentheotherancxphnauonxssivm' both the first language and in
Englich during the same class hour. is known as concurrent transla-
tion.

2. Amount of each language used. Not all programs provide exactly 50
percent exposure to each language. (1979) informs us, for ex-
ample, that in one concurrent tion class, Spanish was used 28 per-
cent of the time and English 72 t, while in a balanced bilingual
class (some subjects in Spanish/and others in English), the percentage
was 50 percent Spanish and 50/percent English.

3. Type of ESL. There are y ways of teaching the second language.
Methods include the still po audiolingual system, which emphasizes
repetition and memorizationt of phrases and sentences, as well as other
grammar-oriented apfoaches, which stress the conscious understanding
of rules of grammar, and’ more conversational methods.

4. Purpose. Bilingual programs vary with respecf to whether they are
intended to maintaiy the children's first language indefinitely
(maintenance) or are ohly to help them ultimately adjust to an all-English
program (transiti . It is important to note that the announced goals
of both transiti and maintenance programs always include acquisi-
tion of the second language and subject matter education.
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Alternatives to Bilingual Education
1. Submersion or *‘Sink or Swim*

In submersion programs, NEP children are simply placed in the same
classroom as native English speakers and the regular curriculum is
followed. There is no organized attempt to provide any special instruc-
tion or extra help for these children. Although sympathetic teachers
often try to do something, all instruction is in English.

Many people feel that *‘Sink or Swim'’ is the best solution, Here are

the two most commonly heard arguments for *‘Sink or Swim,"” as op- -

posed to bilingual education:

8. Clearly, “*Sink or Swim’* provides more exposure to English, and
the more exposure to English received, the better off children are. In re-
cent letters to the Las Angeles Times, several writers claimed that bi-
lingual education condemns children to second-class status since it fails
to provide a full exposure to English, thus denying immigrant students
full economic and social opportunity (September 19, 1980).

b. Many people, it is maintained, succeeded via *‘Sink or Swim.”

Since they had to learn English, and were surrounded by it, they learned,

or so the argument goes.

We will return to these points of view later, after looking at theory and
the empirical research.

2. Submersion + ESL .

This option is often referred to simply as ““ESL,” which is a
misnomer, since ESL in some form is nearly always a part of bilingual
education programs. In submersion plus ESL, NEP children are usually
given a separate ESL class for some prescribed period of time, usullly an
hour per day (termed *‘pull-out’’). The rest of the day is spent in classes
with native English speakers, and the NEP students attempt to fcllow the
all-English curriculum.

Those who favor “Sink or Swim'’ usually support this program as
well, on the grouads that it provides more English; more time spent ex-
posed to English; the motivation to learn, since subject matter is taught
in English; and the advantages of formal instruction. Lopez, in a letter to
the Las Angeles Times, speaks for those who hold this view:

Bilingual classes segregate thése [non-English-speaking)
students and thus seriously reduce their contact with [the)
English speakers and, even more importantly, weaken their
drive to communicate with others in Engiish. If you have ever
taught a class of immigrants, you know that only the mMost
highly motivated will consistently respond in English {f they
know you speak their native language....You cannot learn
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English well if you do not kave the opportunity to interact
with English speakers in thousands of varied situations over a
period of years. This should take place not only in special
classes (English-as-a-second-language classes are the right
idea for immigrant students, but only for a limited time} but
also in regular classes as well as utmlam Situations.
(September 19, 1980)

Lopez describes herself as one who had to learn English herself as a
young immigrant and as a bilingual teacher. Her view is shared by some
legislators and some members of the communities who are supposedly
served by bilingual education. According to Trombley:

Many parents think the key to success in the United States is
to learn English, and they do not believe the educators who
tell them their children will learn to speak English better in
bilingual classes. (September 4, 1980b)

~ Of course, many legislators, immigrants, and members of minority

language communities support bilingual education enthusiastically. We
will evaluate these arguments in a later section of this paper.

3. Immersion

“Immersion’’ is often used as & synonym fof **Sink or Swim,’ but this
term has been used in the professional literature to refer to a very dif-
ferent kind of program. Immersion typically refers to programs in which
majority language children (e. g., English-speaking children in the
United States and Canada) are instructed in a second language, that is,
programs in which subject matter is taught in a second language such as
Spanish or French.. This need not always be the case, however;'and
thcoremally immersion programs are possible for minority children as
well,

Typically, immersion students receive all instruction in the second
lapguage, with the exception of language arts in the first language. Many
programs, however, increase the amount of subject matter instruction in
the first language as children progress. Immersion students are also
‘‘segregated,’’ that is, native speakers of the second language are not
usually included in these programs; and immersion students do not
usually receive formal instructient in the second language.

In early immersion, the second language is used in kindergarten and
for most subjects starting from the first grade. In late immersion,
students may receive one or two years of formal instruction in the second
language. before starting subject matter instruction in the L2. Late im-

. mersion programs begin around sixth grade, but here again there is varia-

tion. There are also partial immersion programs in which some subjects
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are taught in the L2 and some in the L1 (Swain, 1978).

Immersion programs in Canada using ¥rench as the second language -
have been in operation for the last decade and have b:en carefully
followed by researchers. More recently, American immersicis programs
have been developed using Spanish and other languages.

With this definition of immersion, there really can be no conflict be-
tween bilingual education and immersion, since they are aimed at dif-
ferent populations. Nevertheless, immersion is a logical possibility for
NEP children (i. ¢., subject matter instruction in English, segregated
from native speakers with L1 language arts), a possibility discussed later.
We also see that immersion research is a rich source of information
about second language acquisition for bilingual educgtion specialists.

Table 1 reviews the differences between submmiou:%rozmm and ma-
jority child immersion programs.

Table 1
COMPARISON OF SUBMERSION AND IMMERSION PROGRAMS

§wbnmsion {Majority child) Immersion
Children are mixed with native speakers of  Children are linguistically seqregated.
the 1.2,

Language of instruction is the majority Language of instruction is a minority
language. language.

Instruction in L1 language ants is not Instruction in L1 language arts is provided.
provided.

Summary of the Issues

The issues, then, are these:

1. Does bilingual education retard the development of English as a
. second language?

2. Are *‘Sink or Swim'’ (submersion) and/or ESL methods better than

bilingual education?

How should ESL be taught?

4. s there a place for *‘immersion’’ for the NEP child?

5. Which bilingual education options are better for language acqui-

sition?

The answers to these questions, contrary to much popular opinion, are
not obvious, and not merely a matter of common sense. They should not
be resolved by vote but by consideration of empirically based theory and
research. In the following section, we will review current second
language acquisition theory, an exercise that will be of great use in
discussing the issues listed above.

bad
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Second Langusge Acquisition Theory

Current second language acquisition theory will be discussed in terms
of five hypotheses about second langusge acquisition: ‘

The Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis

The Natural Order Hypothesis

The Monitor Hypothesis

The Input Hypothesis

The Affective Filter Hypothesis i
These hypotheses are presented here without extensive supporting
evidence, as this evidence has been published elsewhere [Krashen, 1981,
in press (b); Dulay ef al., in press).

The Acquisition-Lepming Hypothesis

“hWwN -

Amﬂingtothishypothesis.mndhngumaequiremhavetwo'

distinct ways of developing ability in second languages. Language ac-
quisition is similar to the way children develop first language com-
petence. Lansuaseacquisiﬁonisasubconsdouspminmsmm
people are often not aware that they are acquiring a language while they
are doing so. What they are aware of is using the language for some com-
municative purpose. Also, they are often not aware of what they have ac-
quired; they usually cannot describe or talk about the rules they have ac-
quired but they have a “‘feel” for the language. Language learning is
different. It is knowing about language or formal knowledge of a
language. Language learning is thought to profit from explicit presenta-
ﬁonofmlmandfmmamrmrmﬁm.ﬁrmrmmﬁon. supposedly,

hdpstheleamercometothecommciommtalrepmenmﬁonof

a rule. There is good evidence, however, that error correction does not
help subconscious acquisition (Brown er al., 1973).

In everyday terms, acquisition is picking up a language. Ordinary
equivalenis for learning include grammar and rules.
The Natural Order Hypothesis é A

The Natural Order Hypothesis staf®s that students acquire (not learn)
grammatical structures in a predictable order; that is, certain gram-
matical structures tend to be acquired early and others, late. For English,
a very well-studied language, function words (grammatical morphemes)
such as -ing (as in: John is going to work now.) and plural/s/ (as in: two

’ boys)mamungtheearﬁmmquired.m:hirdpersonsinsnmmins

/s/ (as in: He lives in New Jersey.) and the possessive /5/ (as in: John's
hat) are acquired much later (in children’s first language acquisition,
possessive and third person endings may come as much as one year later).
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It appears that the order of acquisition for first language acquisition is
not identical to the order of acquisition for second language acquisition,
but there are some similarities. For grammatical morphemes in English,
children’s second iinguage order is similar to adult second language
order. There is thus a “first language order"’ and a *‘second language
order” (Krashen, 1981).

Two disclaimers about order of acquisition and the Natural Order
Hypothesis are necessary. First, linguists do not have information about
the order of acquisition of every structure in every language. In fact, we
have information only about a few structures in » few languages. As we
shall see below, this does not present a practical problem. Also, the order
isnotrigidlyobeyedbyeverywquirer; there is some individual varia-
tion. There is significant agreemeit among acquirers, however, and we
can definitely speak of an average order of acquisition.

As we shall see Iater, the existence of the natural order does not imply
that we should teach ‘=cond languages along this order, focusirg on
earlier acquired items first and later acquired items later. Indeed, there is
good evidence that language teaching aimed at acquisition should not
empley & g v ! syllabus,

The M. . ior Hiypothesis

The Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis merely stated that two separate
processes for the development of ability in the second language exist. The
Monitor Hypothesis states the relationship between acquisition .and
learning. It scems that acquisition is far more important. It is responsible
for our fluency in a second language, our ability to use it easily and com-
fortably. Consrious learning is not at all responsible for our fluency but
has only on~ f..1: tion: it can be used as an editor or monitor. This is il-
lustrated . ¥ yqane 1.

Figure 1

ACQUISITION AND LEARNING IN SECOND
LANGUAGE PRODUCTION

{ Learning (Monitor)
Acquisition, v 4; Ou!pux'

-
We use con:cious learning to make corrections, to change the output
of the acquired system before we speak or write, or sometimes after we
speak or write (as in self-correction).
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Studies done over the last few years (reviewed in Krashen, 1981) sug-
gest that it is not easy to use the Monitor efficiently. In order to use the
Monitor Hypothesis, three necessary conditions need to be met. These
conditions are necessary but not sufficient; that is, even if they are met,
second language users may not use the monitor very well.

(1) Time. In order to usc conscious rules, the performer has to have
enough time. In normal conversation, there is rarely enough time to con-
sult conscious rules.

(2) Focus on fora. In order to use conscious rules, just having time is
not enough. The second language performer must also be focused on
form (Dulay and Burt, 1978) or thinking about correctness. Research has
indicated that even when performers have time, as when they are writing,
- ‘ they may not fully use the conscious grammar, since they are more con-

cerned with what they are expressing rather than how they are expressing
it.

(3) Know the rule. This is a formidable condition, considering our in-
complete knowledge of the structure of language. Linguists concede that
they have described only fragments of natural languages, and only a few
languages have been worked on to any extent. Teachers and students, of
course, have access to only a fraction of the linguists’ descriptions.

These three conditions place tremendous limits on the use of conscious
grammar—and, again, all three must be met t.+ aliow effective grammar
use—but even this is no guarantee. Research stroigly suggests [Krashen,
1981; in press (b)] that conscious grammar use is surprisingly light on
anything short of a grammar test.

The Input Hypothesis

According to the first three hypotheses, acquisition has the central role
in second language performance. If this is so, the crucial qumﬁ\
becomes: How do we acquire? Stated in terms of the Natural Or
Hypothesis, we can ask how we move from one stage to another, from
stage 3, for example, to stage 4 (or more gencrally from stage i, our cur-
rent level of competence, toi + 1, the next stage that the acquirer is due
to acquire, or ready to acquire).

The Input Hypothesis postulates that we acquire by understanding in-
put containingi + 1; that is, by understanding language that contains in-
put containing structures that are a bit beyond the acquirer’s current
level. We acquire structure by understanding messages and not focusing
on the form of the input or analyzing it. We can do this, we can under-
stand language that contains structures we do not **know’’ by utilizing
context, extra-linguistic informaticn, and our knowledge of the world.
In second language classrooms, for exampie, context is often provided
via visual aids (pictures) and discussion of familiar topics.
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Our usual approach to second language teaching is very different from
the Input Hypothesis. As Hatch (1978) has pointed out, we assume the
opposite: We first teach students structures and then try to give them
practice in ‘‘using’® them in communication. According to the Input
Hypothesis, on the other hand, we acquire structure not by focusing on
structure but by understanding messages containing new structure.

The Input Hypothesis also claims that we do not teach speaking direct-
ly. Rather, speaking fluency emerges on its own over time. The best way
to “‘teach’’ speaking, according to this view, is simply to provide *‘com-
prehensible input.’” Speech will come when the acquirer feels ready. This
readiness state arrives at different times for dil *erent people, however.
Also, carly speech is typically not accurate; grammatical accuracy
develops over time as the acquirer hears and understands more input.

A third part of the Input Hypothesis is the claim that the “*best’”’ input
should not be *‘grammatically sequenced,’” that is, it should not
deliberately aim ati + 1. We are all familiar with language classes that
attempt to do this; there is a **structure of the day” (e. g., the aim of to-
day’s lesson is to ““Icarn’’ the past tense), and both teacher and students
feel that the aim of the lesson is to learn and practice this structure. Once
the day's structure is mastered, we proceed on to the next. The Input
Hypothesis claims that such deliberate sequencing is not necessary and
may even be harmful! Specifically, it hypothesizes \nat if there is suc-
cessful communication, if the acquirer indeed understands the message
contained in the input, i + 1 will automatically be provided in just the
right quantities. Acquirers will receive comprehensible input containing
structures just beyond them if they are in situations involving genuine
communication, and these structures will be constartly provided and
automatically reviewed,

It may be useful to detail some of the disadvantages of grammatical
syllabi, even those that present structures along the natural order. They
assume, first of all, that all of our students are at the same level in a given
class, that they are all ready for the samei + 1. This is hardly ever true.
In most classes, a substantial percentage of students will have already ac-
quired the structure cf the day, while another large sub-group is nowhere
near ready for it. Thus, a teacher's audience for any given structure is
usually a small part of the class. Even if the structure of the day is the ap-
propriate one, how do we know when we have provided enough practice?
And what about students who miss the structure due o absence? Under
current procedures, they often have to wait until the following year. A
third problem is perhaps the most serious: It is practically impossible to
discuss any topic of real interest in any depth when the hidden agenda is
practice of a structure.
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Genuinely interesting and comprehensible input solves these problems.
According to the input Hypothesis, if students can follow the general
meaning of a discussion, i + 1 will be provided for all of them, different
i + 1 for different students. With natural comprehensible input, students
need not worry about missing a class and thereby missing the pas: tense
forever. It .sill come up again and again, both in class discussion and in
reading. Finally, there is no need to worry about contextualizing a dif-
ferent structure every unit. The focus, at all times, is on helping students
understand messages and not rules of grammar.

In other words, input for acquisition need not focus onlyoni + 1, it
only needs to contain it. Thus, i + 1 will be supplied, and naturally
reviewed, when the acquirer obtains enough *‘comprehensible input.’’

Evidenic supporting the Input Hypothesis is given in some detail in

other publications [Krashen, 1981; in press (b)] but it is useful to briefly -

mention two phenomena in second language acquisition that are consis-
tent with this hypothesis. The first is the presence of the silent period, a
period of time before the acquirer actually starts to speak. The silent
period is very noticeable in children’s second language acquisition; six-
and seven-year-olds, for example, in a new country, may not say
anything (except for some memorized sentences and phrases) for several
months. According to the Input Hypothesis, this is a time during which
they are building up competence via input, by listening. When they are
ready, they start to talk.

We generally do not allow adults to have a silent period but insist on
production right away. When adults have to talk ‘‘too early,"” before
they really have the acquired competence to support production, they
have only one choice, and that is to fall back on their first language, an
idea first proposed by Newmark (1966). Here is how this works: per-
formers will *‘think"’ in their first language, that is, mentally produce the
desired sentence in the first language and then fill in the words with
second language vocabulary. If time permits, performers will note where
the syntax or grammar of the sentence in L1 differs from how this
sentence should look in the second language and will use the conscious
monitor to make changes. For example, if one wishes to say in French:

(1) The dog ate them.

The learner would mentally produce a sentence similar to (1). Step (2)
would be to simply plug in French words, giving:

(2) Le chien a mangé les.

Some acquirers may consciously know that sentences like (2) are not cor-
rect and, given time, can make the necessary correction, giving:

(3) Les chien les a mangé.
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According to this view, first language *“interference’’ is not something
“‘getting in the way.” It is not interference at all but is the result of fall-

- ing back on old knowledge. Its cure is more acquisition, or more com-

prehensible input. It is not restricted to adults bug will happen in situa-
tions where production demands exceed current competence. It is a fairly
mmmonomngtnee,andwebocasionaﬂysee it even in acquisition-rich
environments, aithough the number of first language-influenced errors is
generally a small minority of the total number of errors children pro-
duce. Scntenee(Z),mfw,mobservedmachxldseeondhngmgcac-
quisition situnﬂon in an immersion class in Toronto (Selinker er al.,
1975).
Table 2 summanzes the Input Hypothws

Table 2
THE INPUT HYPOTHESIS

1. We acquire (not learn) language by understanding input that contains structures that are
just beyond our current level of competence (i + 1).

2. Speech is not taught divectly, but"emuma"onitsown Early speech is typically not
grammatically accurate

3 lfinputisundustood.mdthaeismu;hofh i + 1is anomatically provided. We do
notbavuodelnbemdywmmmmmkalnmumhnotheinpm

‘The Affective Filter Hypothesis

The fifth and final hypothesis deals with the role of “*affect,” that is,
the effect of personality, motivation, and other “‘affective variables’’ on
second language acquisition. Briefly, the research literature in second
language acquisition tells us that the following affective variables are
related to success in second language acquisition:

1. Anxiety. Low anxiety relates to second language acquisition. The
more the students are “*off the defensive’’ (Stevick, 1976), the better the
acquisition.

2. Motivation. Higher motivation predicts more second language ac-
quisition. Certain kinds of motivation are more effective in certain situa-
tions, moreover. In situations where acquisition of the second language
is a practical necessity, *‘instrumental” motivation .elates to second
language acquisition; in many other situations, such as those e ac-
quisition of the second language is more of a luxury, *‘integrative”
motivation predicts success in second language acqmsmon {Gardner and
Lambert, 1972).!

! “Instrumental’’ motivation is defined as wanting to acquire another language for sone
practical purpose, e. g., for a profession. *‘Integrative’’ motivation occurs when the
language is acquired in order to feel a closer sense of identity with another group.
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3. Self-confidence. The acquirer with more self-esteem and sclf-
confidence tends to do better in second language acquisition

(Krashen, 1981).

I have hypothesized that these affective factors relate more directly to
subconscious language acquisition than to conscious learning, because
we see stronger relationships between these affective variables when
communicative-type tests are used (tests that require the use of the ac-
quired system) and when we test students who have had a chance to ac-
quire the language and not justYearn it in foreign language classes. Dulay
and Burt (1977) have made this relationship more explicit and clear by
positing the presence of an *‘affective filter." According to the Affective
Filter Hypothesis, acquirers in a less than optimal affective state will
have a filter, or mental block, preventing them from utilizing input fully
for further language acquisition. If they are anxious, ‘‘on the
defensive,’’ or not motivated, they may undestand the input, but the
input will not enter the *‘language acquisition device.'’ Figure 2 il-
lustrates the operation of the filter.

Figure 2
THE AFFECTIVE FILTER
F | |
L L e
Input — +—! acquisition | — - Competence
E i ! i device §
R |1

When the filtey is ““up,’’ input may be understood but will not reach the language scquisi-
tion device; it will not strike **deeply’’ (Stevick, 1976).

The Causative Variable in Second Language Acquisition

We can summarize the five hypotheses with a single claim: People ac-
quire second languages when they obtain comprehensible input and when
their affective filters are low enough to allow the input inn. In other
words, comprehensible input is the only causative variable in second
language acquisition. All other factors thought to encourage or cause
second language acquisition only work when they are related to com-
prehensible input.

This hypothesis resolves many problems in the professional literature.
For example, some studies seem to show that language teaching is
beneficial, while others show that real-world us¢ of the second language
is superior [for a review, see Krashen, in press (b)]. This conflict is re-
solved by positing that language teaching helps second language acquisi-
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tion by providing comprehensible input. It seems that language teaching
is most efficient for students who have no other source of comprehensi-
ble input, that is, foreign language students who have no chance to in-
teract with speakers of the target language and beginners who are not yet
advanced enocugh to understand natural second language input outside
class. Language teathing is of less value when rich sources of comprehen-
sible input are available, e. g., for the intermediate student living in the
country where the language is spoken.

The effects of age on second language acquisition also reduce down to
comprehensible input plus the affective filter. The professional literature
consistently supports these generalizations about age and second
language acquisition: (1) Older acquirers progress faster in earlier stages
(adults are faster than child:in; older children acquire faster than
younger children), but (2) children outperform adults in the long run
(Krashen er al., 1979). It usually takes children about six months to one
year to catch up to older acquirers (Snow and Hoefnagel-Hohle, 1978).

A possible explanation for these findings is as follows: Older acquirers
are faster because they can use production strategies younger acquirers
do not usually have. Specifically, older acquirers are able to “*beat the
system’’ and perform using a combination of the first language and the
conscious grammar, as described earlier. While children also show oc-
casional first language interference, adults appear to be more able to use
the first language syntax as a strategy, and with their superior cognitive
development, are better able to use the conscious grammar to bring their
sentences into conformity with second language patterns. A good
“learner’’ can use a combination of the first language and monitor to
begin speaking fairly complex sentences very early, in a matter of hours.
While this system has real drawbacks, i. e., it requires constant monitor-
ing and vigilance, it allows the older acquirer to participate in conversa-
tion early and obtain more input.

Recent evidence also suggests (Scarcella and Higa, in press) that older
acquirers are more proficient at conversational management. While
younger acquirers get what looks like simpler input, older performers are
better able to make the input comprehensible; they ask native speakers
for more help, are better at keeping the conversation going, etc.

Older acquirers also have the advantage of greater knowledge of the
world—greater cognitive/academic language proficiency (CALP)
(Cummins, 1980). This additional extralinguistic information gives older
acquirers a greater chance to understand what they hear, both in and out
of school.

An explanation for children’s superiority in ultimate attainment is
simply that the strength of the affective filter is sharply increased at
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puberty; adults may get sufficient quantities of input, but it does not all
get in. The increase in filter strength at this time is due to the biological
and cognitive changes the adolescent is going through at puberty [Elkind,
1970; Krashen, in press (a)}.

Table 3 summarizes explanations for age differences in second
language acquisition.

Table 3 :
AGE DIFFERENCES IN SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION

1. Older soquirers are faster in the carif stages of socond language acquisition because:
a. They are better at obtaining comprehensible input (conversational management).

+ b, They have superior knowledge of the world, which heips to make input compre-
¢. They can participate in conversation carlier, via use of first language syntax.

2. Younger acquirers tend to attain higher levels of proficiency in second languages than
adults in the long run due to & lower affective fllter,

Second Langusage Teaching

Before proceeding on to the implications of second language theory
for bilingual education, it will be useful to examine the implications of
theory for language teaching, since language teaching is usually con-
sidered one of the goals of bilingual education. While theory should not .
be the only element considered in language teaching practice [Krashen, in
press (b)), the five hypotheses given in the previous section have some
very clear implications. They predict that any successful second language
teaching program will have these characteristics:

" 1. It will supply input in the second language that is, first of all, com-
prehensible and, second, interesting and relevant to students. As dis-
cussed earlier, the goal of this input will not be to provide practice on
specific points of grammar but to transmit messages of interest.

2. It will not force students to speak before they are ready and will be
tolerant of errors in early speech. The theory implies that we improve in
grammatical accuracy by obtaining more input, not by error correction.
[Although error correction will work for some people (monitor users)
some of the time (when they have time to think about form) and for some
casy-to-learn rules.]

3. It will put grammar in its proper place. Some adults, and very few
children, are able to use conscious grammar rijles to increase the gram-
matical accuracy of their output; and even for‘these people, very strict
conditions need to be met before the conscious knowledge of grammar
can be applied, given the Monitor Hypothesis presented above. Children
have very little capacity for conscious language learning and may also
have little need for conscious learning, since they can come close to
native speaker preformance standards using acqﬁisition alone.
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Many different methods come very close to meeting these re-
quirements. Asher's Total Physical Response Approach, Lozanov's Sug-
gestopedia, Terrell’s Natural Approach, and recent materials developed
by Winitz are some examples [Stevick, 1980; Krashen, in press (b)), In
addition, several non-methods also meet these requirements. For exam-
ple, successful conversation with a speaker of the language you are trying
to acquire may be the best lesson of all, as long as the speaker succeeds in
modifying his or her speech 50 that you understand. According to the
theory, acquirers profit directly not from what they themselves say, but
from what native speakers say. Acquirer output makes an indirect con-
tribution to acquisition by inviting comprehensible input. Ako, pleasure
reading or reading for content and intrinsic interest has the potential for
supplying the necessary input for acquisition.

Sabject Matter Tesching and Second Language Acquisition

Another clear potential source of comprehensible input is the subject
matter classroom itself in which subject matter is taught using the second
language as a medium of instruction (immersion classes).

Simply, the theory predicts that second language acquisition will occur
in subject matter classes taught in the second language if the child can
follow and understand the lesson. Language levels necessary for com-
prehension will differ, of course, for different subjects. It has been sug-
gested, for example, that arithmetic does not require as much contro! of
the second language as science. In the former, there is considerable ex-
tralinguistic help in understanding, fewer demands on students in terms
of ve.o0al responses, and a more restricted vocabulary (Cazden, 1979).

Applied linguistics research confirms this prediction and helps us see
both the advantages and limitations of subject matter teaching as a
means of encouraging second language acquisition. English-speaking im-
mersion students, both in the United States and Canada, are in general
able to follow the curriculum in a second language, that is, they learn
subject matter as well as monolinguais do. Research has sth.éwn that thcy
also do far better in acquiring the second language than students who
study the second language only in formal classes. Researchers are careful
to point out, however, that immersion students do not reach native-like
levels in speaking and writing. Also, it takes several years for immersion
students to attain these high levels of competeace in the second language
(see e. g., Lambert and Tucker, 1972; Swain, 1978, 1979). The
classroom, thus, has its limits. Immersion students hear the language on-
ly from the teacher and not from pecrs. This may mean both a lack of
certain kinds of input (conversational) and the existence of an affective
filter.
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Subject matter teaching, thus, has both advantages and limitations. It
can provide comprehensible input and help second language acquisition;
students exposed to the subject matter alone can achieve high levels of
proficiency in certain kinds of second language usage. This takes time,
however, and such students do not typically reach the native speaker
level.

Before proceeding to implications, one major point about the success
of immersion programs needs to be made. Cohen and Swain (1976) point
out that one of the reasons immersion programs succeed, where some
kinds of bilingual programs fail, is because the immersion students are

‘“‘segregated.’’ In early immersion, they note, *‘all kindergarten pupils
are unilingual in the L.1. In essence, the successful program starts out asa
segregated one linguistically'’ (p. 47). This linguistic segregation raises
the chances of students receiving comprehensible input. The presence of
native speekers in a class (submersion) ensures that a good percentage of
the language heard by the non-native speaker will be incomprehensible,
since teachers naturally will gear much of their speech to the native
speakers in a native to native rather than a native to non-native speaker
register,

Cohen and Swain (1976) point out several other factors that, in our
terms, lead to a lower affective filter’in immersion programs. The

/ linguistic segregation ‘‘eliminates the kind of ridicule that students exert
/ on less proficient performers’ (p. 47), teachers have positive expecta-
tions, and the program is voluntary. Also, “‘in kindergarten, the children
are permitted to speak in the L1 until they are ready to speak in the L2

(p. 48). Thus, a silent period in L2 is allowed.

Bilingual Education and Second Language Acquisition

We are now prepared to deal with some of the questions and issues
raised in the first section. To do this, we first need to consider what re-
quirements any program must meet in order to promote second language
acquisition. From what we have learned from second language acquisi-
tion theory, there seem to be two major requirements.

1. Provide Comprehensible Iaput in the Weaker Language .
Clearly, this requirement does not mean merely being exposed to the
second language. There is a tremendous difference between receiving
comprehensible, meaningful input and simply hearing a language one
does not understand. The forr .r will help second language acquisition,
while the latter is just noise. It remains noise no matter how much ex-
posure is provided. According to the theory, a small amount of com-
prehensible input, even one hour per day, will do more for second
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language acquisitiop than massive amounts of incomprehensible input.

There are several possible sources of comprehensible input for NEP
chiidren. The one that we traditionally turn to is ciasses in ESL. Simply,
the theory predicts that ESL will help to the extent that it supplies com-
prehensible input. Not all teaching methods do this; some, in fact, supply
amazingly little comprehensible input in a second language (e. g.,
grammar-translation and audio-iingual type methods). Both theory and .
practical experience confirm that repetitive drill does very little for ac-
quisition; and grammar approaches, shown to be ineffective for adults,
are even less effective for small children. ESL can make a contribution
when it supplies the necessary input to children who have few or no other
sources of input (see Terrell, 1977, 1981 for some ldeas on how this can
be done).

A second source of comprehensible input for NEP chlldren is interac-
tion with other children outside of school, on the playground, and in the
neighborhood. This can be an extremely rich source of input, and it may
be the case that the availability of this source is responsible for the suc-
cess of many people who succeeded without ESL or bilingual education.

It should be pointed out that even with informal playground interac-
tion, acquisition of English or of any other language takes time. As men-
tioned earlier, children in informal environments typically show a silent
period and may produce very little for several momhs Thus, even under
the best conditions, language acquisition is slow.

A third possible source of comprehensible input is sub}ect matter, as
discussed in the previous section. It will help second language acquisition
if children understand enough of the second language to follow the
lesson.. Non-English proficient children, however, can make it to this
level in **Sink or Swim'’ programs only if they get the comprehensible in-
put somewhere else or if the linguistic level of the class is
somehow lowered.

1. Maintsin Subject Matter Education

A bilingual program needs to make sure that NEP children do not fall
behind in subject matter. This entails, in many cases, instruction in sub-
ject matter using the first language as a medium of instruction. Contrary
to the view of critics, this does not necessarily mean less acquisition of
English as a second language. In fact, it may mean more acquisition of
English. To see how this is so, we will describe what observance this re-
quirement can do for NEP children.

First, the school system’s basic responsibility is providing subject mar-
ter instruction so that NEP children can keep up and obtain the tools
they need to live in and contribute to society. Second, subject matter in-
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struction plays an important role in cognitive development. Children
who fall behind in subject matter because they do not understand the
language of instruction may also be missing the stimulation necessary for
normal intellectual development.

The third reason is that subject matter knowledge and the
cognitive/academic proficiency it encourages will help second language
acquisition, It does this by giving children the context or background
needed to understand academic input. In other words, children who are
not behind in subject matter and who have normal cognitive develop-
ment will simply understand more of what they hear, both in English
language medium classes and in academic or intellectual discussions out-
side of class. If children understand more, they will acquire more of the
language! Very simply, the more cognitively mature and knowledgeable
children are about the ropic of discussion, the better chance they have to
acquire the language.

Anyone who has attempted to acquire a second language has had ex-
periences that illustrate this phenomenon: We find it much easier to
understand discussions of topics with which we are familiar and find it
difficult to eavesdrop and come into conversations in the middle. (In my
own case, 1 find it easy to read and understand discussions on familiar
topics with my intermediate French and German, but I understand very
little when I overhear a conversation in thesé languages.) This illustrates
the powerful effect context and background knowledge have on our
ability to understand a partially acquired language. The major point here
is that understanding is & prerequisite for acquisition. Thus, the more
context or background we can provide, the more acquisition will take
place.

Children who are behind in subject matter and weak in the second
language face double trouble. Their failure to understand will not only
cause them to fall further behind but they will also fail to make progress
in second language acquisition. Knowledge of subject matter, thus, has
an indirect but very powerful effect on second language acquisition
despite the fact that it may be provided in the students’ first language.

Finally, it can be argued that maintaining subject matter, whether in
the first or second language, leads to a better attitude toward school in
general aad higher self-esteem, factors that contritwe~ - _ 7. Giies-
tive filter and better acquisition of —xgisii, especially when English is
presented in a school situation,

We can also suggest a third requirement for bilingual programs, not
one motivated by considerations of second language acquisition but by
independent motivations. As we shall see, this requirement may be met
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by programs that meet the first two requirements, at little or no addi-
tional cost.
[Ii. Maintsin and Develop Chlidren's First Langusge

As with nearly all other issues in bilingual education, there is pro and
con here as well. Some experts argue that we should make real efforts to
maintain the first language. Reasons given include: >

1. Speakers of languages other than English make a valuable contribu-
tion to our society. Since so few native English speakers successfully ac-
quire a second language, it is foolish to waste this natural resource.

Campbell expressed this view in a Las Angeles Times (September S,
1980) interview:

[The) emphasis on ‘‘transition'’ means we will systematically
eradicate foreign languages in elementary school, then spend
millions to try to develop these samne skills in high sdlod and
college.... That doesn’t make much sense.

2. Maintaining the first language and culture of NEP children may
help to build pride and counter negative attitudes members of a linguistic
minority may have. There is evidence, in fact, that strongly suggests that
those language acquirers who do not reject their own language and
culture succeed better in second language acquisition than those who
have negative attitudes toward their own group (Gardner and Lambert,
1972).

3. Cummins (1978; 1980) argues that in order to keep up in subject
matter and maintain normal cognitive development, students need to
develop high levels of first language competence, Specifically, they need
to develop not only basic interpersonal and communicative skills in the
first language (termed BICS) but also **cognitive competence,” the abili-
ty to “‘use language effectively as an instrument of thought and represent
cognitive operations by means of language’’ (Cummins, 1978, p. 397). A
lack of development of this aspect of first language competence may ex-
plain problems some minority children have in school. When the first
language is not used extensively and promoted at home, and is not sup-
ported at school, low first language skills, according to Cummins, can
exert “‘a limiting effect”” on the development of the second language.
Majority language children in immersion programs do not have this
problem, since their language is highly developed outside school
(Cummins, 1978).

Cummins argues that education in the firs. language develops CALP
{Cognitive/ Academic Language Proficiency). CALP developed in one
language contributes to CALP in any other, according to Cummins; that
is, someone who is able to use Spanish for academic purposes will have
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developed an ability that will be useful in using any other language for
academic purposes.

Arguments against first Janguage maintenance have, in general, at-
tempted to counter any‘of the above arguments but usually insist that
since English is the official language of the United States, taxpayers
*should not have to support the maintenance or development of minority
languages.

Another Look at the Options

We can now ask to what extent different programs meet the conditions
described in the previous section. In this section, we will see that both
theoretical predictions and empirical evidence show that some programs
do satisfy the i ts whiile others do not and that this success or
the lack of i:w;n only on the program but also on the
characteristics of the students. Most important, it will show that research
exists, is not conflicting, that real gmeralizanons can be made about
what works and what does not work in bxlmgual education. Table 4
presents this analysis, /

1. We first consider submersion, or *‘Sink or Smm" programs. Ac-
cording to Table 4, **Sink or Swim'* will satisfy the first requirement by
providing comprehensible input in the weaker language only when extra
ESL is provided (assuming a form of ESL that indeed provides com-
prehensible input) and/or when children have sufficient contact with in-
put from the outside. In and of itself, *“‘Sink or Swim’' may not meet the
first requirement, and children in such situations are in danger of not get-
ting the input needed to acquire English. Such situations clearly exist in
submersion programs that include children living in barrios where there
is little if' any social interaction among NEP and native English-speaking
children.

The second requirement can only be met by *‘Sink or Swim*' if the
children's linguistic competence in English develops quickly enough.
Children in “*Sink or Swim'’ are playing a dangerous game of catch-up,
hoping their competence in English will be high enough to do school
work befcie they are hopelessly behind in subject matter. “‘Sink or
Swim,”’ even under the best conditions, is a risk.

No *‘Sink or Swim'* program, by definition, attempts to meet the third
requirement, development of the first language.

2. immersion programs for majority children do meet all conditions.
As discussed carlier, immersion programs have a better chance of supply-
ing gomprehensible input in subject matter classes thdn do *‘Sink or
Swiph’” programs. Since all children are at the same linguistic .svel, there
is-{ess of a tendency to speak ovcrﬁ’the comprehension level of the
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Table 4
REQUIREMENTS TO BE MET BY PROGRAMS FOR NEP CHILDREN

AND CURRENT OPTIONS
Requirements for | SUBMERSION | IMMERSION | BILINGUAL
Programs (predicted | (“SINK OR SWIM™) i | EDUCATION
by theory) ! i | Concurrent Ideal
§ Only + Informal CI + ESL : Majority Child Minority | Translation Bilingual
1. Comprehensible I ! ;
mput in weaker | I
language. } no yes yest : yes yesS { nod yost
2. Maintain subject | no 74 74 ] yes yest | i ves
maztter. i
| |
Additional: | ! l
3. Mazintain and | 1 |
develop first | , I I
language. no no no yes no 2f yes
| : |
]
a: Tk::s_ p;;;;ar;i will work if second language ability grows fast enough to reach subject matter threshold before children are too

e:
f
C

far behind.

. Yes, if the ESL method supplies comprehensible input.
: De facto immersion programs do not succeed as well as bilingual education, however. May be due 10 attitudes, teacher ex-

pectations, low development of first language, and inappropristc maderials.

: Students tune out weaker language in concurrent translation programs (Legarrcta, 1979).

Yes, if second language skills are adequate for those classes taught in the second language.
Will not succeed untess there is adequate input in the second language.

1 = Comprchensible Input

Ideal Bilingual = Subject matter in primary language, plus comprehensible input in English, either as ESL and/or subject matter in-
struction in comprechensible English.
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students. This helps to satisfy.the first and second requirements. The em-
pirical evidence from the resea:ch programs evaluating immersion classes
done over the last decade confirms that immersion children develop high
levels of competence in the second language and do as well as monol-
inguals in subject matter.

Immersion programs for majority students also meet the third require-
ment through the use of language arts classes in the first language. Also,
many programs provide for increasing use of the first language as a
medium of instruction as children progress in school. Of great impor-
tance in meeting this requirement is that in immersion programs for ma-
jority students, children’s first language is the language of the country,
home, and playground; there is little chance that this language will be
assigned a lower strrus.

One could argue that a solution for NEP children is an adaptation of
the immersion model. This would entail a completely separate cur-
riculum, all taught in English, to groups consisting only of NEP
children. Assuming all children start at the same time and on an equal
footing with respect to English competence, it would appear to have the
linguistic advantage of having a better chance of supplying comprehensi-
ble input as compared to **Sink or Swim.”’ Thus, theoretically, we could
expect progress both in language acquisition (first requirement) and sub-
ject matier (second requirement) even if little or no contact with English-
speaking children outside of school was possible. Judging from reports
from majority immersion, we would not expect completely native-like
English.

It can be maintained, however, that many *Sink or Swim"’ programs
are already de fecto immersion programs in that they often involve a ma-
jority of NEP children and, in some cases, are composed entirely of NEP
children (e. g., in certain inner city areas and on American Indian reser-
vations). These programs do not report overwhelming success. There
may be good reasons why, however, reasons that explain why minority-
child immersion may look good on paper but may not always work.

First, NEP students who enter immersion programs late will face near-
ly the same probiems they face in **Sink or Swim’’; they will not under-
stand and may thus fall behind in subject matter and not improve in
English. (Late entering bilingual education students will not have this
problem; they can be taught in the first language at least until their
English develops sufficiently.) ,

Also, minority immersion teachers may not have the same kinds of ex-
pectations as do majority immersion teachers. They may be less able or
willing to make input comprehensible and may set higher standards for
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second language acquisitior: than are possible under the circumstances.
As Cohen (1976) points out, we have a double standard:

People applaud a majority group child when he can say a few
words in the minority language (e. g., at the beginning of an
immersion program) and yet they impatiently demand more
English from the minority group child. (p. 85)
Thus, many de facto immersion programs look more like **Sink or
Swim," with inappropriate materials and input that i too complex and
incomprehensible.

3. We turn now to the programs categorized as Bilingual Education in
Table 4. Let us first consider the program labeled concurrent translation.
lnthiskindofpmmm.conceptsmaphinedinonehnmmgemmen
repeated in the second. This kind of program may not meet the first re-
quirement formesimpkreaeonthm:hildrgnneednmpayamﬁonto
the explanation in the second or weaker language, and there is no
motivation for teachers to attempt to simplify explanations in the second
language. Legam(l?ﬂ)mthmintheconcurrmtuanshﬁonpm-
gram, “Teachers reported that the Hispanic students tune out the
English and wait to hear the material explained in Spanish"’ (p. 533).
(This phenomenon also predicts, and correctly I think, the failure of bi-
lingual TV to teach the second language. In many programs, a given
character will speak either Spanish or English, but it is quite possible to
fouowmcstorylincbysnendlnsonlytoomhnsuagc.%nﬂaﬂy. it
predictsthatAmeﬁcanswﬂlnmacqtﬂremﬁsmdetempemnuesystm
fmmthepmcﬁceofmnouncingthetemmtureinbothccnﬂ;mdeand
fahrenheit. Most people will simply listen to the version they
understand.) Concurrent {ranslation can theoretically meet the second
and third requirements, however, since subject matter can be explained
in the first language and continued use of the L} helps to ensure its
maintenance. In practice, however, concurrent translation often fails to
mect these requirements. This is because, despite its intentions, concur-
rent translation input in many programs often is incomprehensible, most
materials are in English, and primary languag: input often is provided by
under-trained aides o Anglophone teachers who have not fully mastered
the children’s first language.

The Ideal Bilingual program, shown in Table 4, is one in which subject
matter is taught in the primary language and some source of comprehen-
sible input in the second language is supplied. This can be in the form of
ESL or comprehensible subject matter instruction using English (as in
the balanced bilingual program discussed earlier). Such programs have
the potential for satisfying all three requirements, even for children who
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have little access to English outside of school. Balanced bilingual pro-
grams will be successful according to the predictions of the theory,
especially if the subject matter classes given in the second language are
those where more extra-linguistic context is available to aid comprehen-
sion (e. g., math), while those dealing with more abstract topics—topics
that typically employ fewer physical props (e. g., social science and
language arts)—are taught at first in the primary language (Cazden,
1979). .

Empirical Evidence
Our analysis based on the three requirements derived from language

acquisition theory bring us to these conclusions:

1. “*Sink or Swim’® programs will not be effective for children with no
extra source of comprehensible input.

2. Adding ESL to **Sink or Swim’’ will help but will not be as effective as
bilingual education in encouraging acquisition of English.

3. Bilingual programs in which subject matter is taught in the first
language, and & source of comprehensible input is provided in the
second langusge, whether ESL or not, will succeed best.

Despite years of discussion of bilingual education in the professional
literature and many studies of different aspects of bilingualism, little
research speaks directly to these three predictions. The research that is
available, however, is fully consistent with them.

Legarreta (1979) examined the acquisition of English in kindergarten
childr-n in three kinds of bilingual programs (balanced, concurrent
translation, and concurrent translation + ESL) and two kinds of **Sink
or Swim'’ programs [with and without ESL where the ESL component
consisted of “‘daily, sequenced lessons in English structure and use,
presented orally to small groups’’ (p. 523)]. The overall exposure time
was seven months—relatively short for this kind of study, as Swain
(1979) points out—and the number of subjects involved was not large.
The results, however, are very interesting.

1. Children in all bilingual education programs outperformed *‘Sink or
Swim'’ children in listening comprehension and conversational com-
petence? tests of English, despite the fact that the ‘‘Sink or Swim’’
children had more exposure to English.

*The test of conversational competence asked children to use the language in real com-
munication; it thus demands more than knowledge of vocabulary and grammar but also
tests abilities such as “‘the ability to be only as explicit as a situation demands, to
claborate, to make inferences about a situation, to be semsitive to social rules of
discourse..."" (Legarreta, 1979, p. 525).
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2. The balanced bilingual program produced the greatest overall gains in
both the second language and the first language (Spanish).

3. “'Sink or Swim’’ with ESL outperformed “‘Sink or Swim’® without
ESL on listening comprehension testing but not on the test of conver-
sational competence.

Legarreta (1979) concludes that the use of audio-lingual style ESL
training is ‘*marginally facilitative’* (p. 534), while **an alternate immer-
sion bilingual program, with balanced Spanish and English input, really
facilitates both Spanish and English acquisition™ (p. $34). This appears
to be s0, but her data support a deeper generalization: Bilingual pro-
grams will work when they supply comprehensible input in the second
language and adequate, comprehensible subject matter instruction in
cither language. The balanced program does this, but so do other ver-
sions.

Rosier and Farella (1976) report results from a different context that
conform to the same underlying principles. They report of the success of
bilingual education for Navajo children at the Rock Point Community
School in the heart of the Navajo reservation. In 1960, according to
Vorih and Rosier (1978), Rock Point ranked at the bottom of eight In-
dian schools in student achievement. The introduction of intensive ESL
in 1963 helped somewhat, but Rock Point sixth graders were still two
years behind national norms. In 1967, bilingual education was intro-
duced, with kindergarten children receiving 70 percent of their instruc-
tion in Navajo and first and second graders receiving 50 percent in Nava-
jo. Third through sixth graders had 75 percent of their instruction in
English. English is taught in early grades *‘by TESL methods’® (Vorih
and Rosier, 1978, p. 264). The program can thus be classified as Bi-
lingual Education + ESL.

Analysis of the Rock Point program confirms the validity of our re-
quirements: Students in the bilingual program, with subject matter in the
first language, outperformed non-bilingual education students on a
reading test of English. Again, the bilingual students actually had /ess ex-
posure to English but apparently acquired more, confirming that it is
comprehensible input and not mere exposure that counts.

Some as yet unpublished research, cited by Cummins (1980), provides
even more confirmation. As Cummins (1980) reports it:

Carey and Cummins (1979} reported that grade S children
Jrom French-speaking home backgrounds in the Edmonton
Catholic School System bilingual program [Canada) (80%
French, 20% English from K-12) performed at an equivalent
level in English skills to angolphone children of the same IQ
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in either the bilingual or regular English pragrams. A similar
Jfinding is reported in a large-scale study carried out by Hébert
et al. (1976) among grades 3, 6 and 9 francophone students in
Maniroba. At all grade levels there was a significant positive
relationship between percentage of instruction in French
(PIF) and French achievement, but no relationship between
PIF and English achievement. In other words, francophone
students receiving 80% instruction in French and 20% in-
struction in English did just as well in English as students
receiving 80% imjtnmion in English and 20% in French.

(p. 184)
Conclusions

We are now ready to return to the issues raised in the first section of
this paper and attempt to give some answers.

1. Does Bilingual Education Retard the Development of English as a

Second Language?

Bo h theory and empirical research tel us that proper bilingual educa-
tion need not retard the development of second language competence
and should, in fact, promote it. Classes taught in the first language help
children grow in subject matter knowledge and stimulate cognitive
development, which in turn helps second langua_e acquisition by pro-
viding children with the extra-linguistic context necessary for com-
prehension. .

2. Are *‘Sink or Swim’’ (Sabmersion) sand/or ESL Metbods Better?

Obviously, *“Sink or Swim’’ children have more exposure to English,
but they do not necessarily have more comprehensible input; it is com-
prehensible input, not merely ‘*heard’’ language, that makes language
acquisition happen. Thus, *‘Sink or Swim"’ classes, at worst, may be pro-
viding children only with noise. The results of this are doubly tragic:
Children will fall behind in sebject matter and will not acquire the second
language.

*Sink or Swim"* with ESL will fare somewhat better but will work
only if children acquire English fast enough, before they are hopelessly
behind in subject matter. It may be that in most cases where *‘Sink or
Swim’’ worked, children had rich comprehensible input from playmates
outside the classroom.

3. How Should ESL be Taught?

Second langucge acquisition research strongly suggests that
methodology per se is not the issue: By whatever name, children need
comprehensible input to acquire English. This can come in the form of
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ESL classes taught according to a method that provides such input (e. g.,
Terrell’s Natural Approach) or subject matter taught in comprehensible
English.

4. Is There a Place for Immersion for NEP Children? ,

Theoretically, immersion for NEP children appears to meet the three
requirements. Yet, results of de facto immersion programs in the United
Smmmnoteneouragins.Tbisoouldhtduetoscvemlfactm. in-
cluding inadequate development of the first language, as suggested by
Cummias (1978), differing teacher expectations, the failure of late-
entering students to obtain comprehensible input, and inappropriate
materials.

S. Which Bilingual HmﬂmeMmlwlwaeqnﬁ-
tion?

There are several bilingual education options that will satisfy the re-
quirements given in Tabie 4 and earlier in the paper. Balanced bilingual
educaﬁonpmgrmwﬂldothisaslonsasthmesubjects taught in the
second language are comprehensible. There is nothing magic, however,
in the 50 percent figure: It need not be the case that exactly one-half of
the program be in one language and one half in the other, What counts is
thattherequirementsmmetandthatNEPstudMsreceiveenoush
comprehensible input to improve in their weaker language. This has hap-
penﬂwithasﬁtﬂeah&pemnginputin&emdhnsminm
programs,

Sevualissuesofcoumremainunsolved;\landinazulsensethey
always will be. As is typical of scientific reasoning, we have discussed
hypotheses and some evidence that supports them. We have not provided
proof, nor can we, What we have tried to show is that there is substantial
information available about how language is acquired, that it is certainly
enough to formulate hypotheses, that these hypotheses shed light on
some of the basic issues in bilingual education, and that the field is not in
a state of helpless confusion. Researchers are cvaluating children's
progress, adding to their knowledge of language acquisition, and using
this knowledge to better serve the children they study and those who will
come after them.
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Effective Use of the Primary Language
“in the Classroom

Dorothy Legarreta-Marcaida

Introduction: Why Is the Effective Use of the Primary
Language Essential to School Saccess?

N THIS SECTION, the historic view in American education that a
child's native language, if other than English, is a handicap—a hurdle to
be eliminated—will be briefly contras’ed with the present view. This
view, based on recent research evidence, finds that, in fact, development
of the child’s language has clearly beneficial effects on school progress
(Cummins, 1981). This section will end with material spotlighting the
daily difficulties experienced by limited English-proficient (LEP)
children in all-English classrooms, which often lead to school failure.
School success, however, the goal of biliterate, bicultural children, will
result when a firm foundation in the home language is laid by school in-
struction. '

How has bilingualism been viewed in America? Clearly, since assimila-
tion of recent immigrants into an English-speaking western culture has
been the goal of our public schools, bilingualism had to be viewed as a2
handicap. This “‘melting pot" view included even the Native American
and Hispanic cultures that predated the colonialization from Northern
Europe in the 17th century. Not surprisingly, research evidence from
testing bilingual children seemed to prove that these children were less in-
telligent than native English-speaking children. For example, Darcy
(1953) reviewed the literature to date (110 studies) and found either no ef-
fect or adverse effect on intelligence associated with bilingualism. Singer
(1956) also reviewed the literature and found only four studies that
showed no handicap due to hilingualism. He noted:

There is no study in the literature in which the language abili-
ty in the vernacular, and intelligence of the subjects was t. ‘ed
before and after the acquisition of a second language. No
one, it seems, has studied the possibility of either an in-
hibitory or facilitory effect on the thought processes or in-
telligence test scores in the vernacular when a second language
is acquired. (p. 448)

Further, Singer notes (1956) that'in every case cited the intelligence test
was administered in the second or weaker language. This early research

*
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was again critically reviewed by Macnamara (1966) who noted that con-
trol of factors such as socio-economic status, sampling, age, and validity
of instruments, was generally lacking.

Recently, however, a series of well-controlled studies have been con-
ducted in many parts of the world to discover the effects of bilingualism
or intelligence, or cognitive functioning, with children tested in their ear-
ly primary language or by using non-verbal assessment procedures.

For example, Feldman and Shen (1971) found five-year-old bilinguals
more cognitively flexible in three tasks of labeling behavior, since they
did not depend on linguistic symbols. Liedtke and Nelson (1968) used
Piagetian assessment techniques and found higher levels of cognitive
function in bilingual first graders. Nespor (1969) found that third graders
in California who studied a second language were facilitated in their
development away from ikonicity (thinking the referent of the word
somehow resides in the word) and toward greater understanding of the
arbitrary nature of language. lanco-Worrall (1972) used a seman-
tic/phonetic preference test (which is more like “cap,” “‘can” or
‘“hat’’?) with children in South Africa, aged four to nine. She found that
the bilinguals achieved semantic preference (e. g., choosing ‘*hat’’) two
to three years earlier than the monolinguals who continued to choose
phonetically similar words.

Collison (1974) who studied concept formation in Ghanaian children,
taught science either in their native languuges or English. In the collo-
quium method of science teaching, children better understood necessary
relationships in the experiments they did if their primary language were
used, while the children taught in English were not able to exercise their
conceptual potential. Kessler and Quinn (1980) found improved science
problem solving ability in bilingual children when tested in Spanish.

The issue is not yet definitely settled, but it appears that recent
research indicates greater cognitive flexibility, rather than lessened
cognitive functioning in bilinguals.

At about the same time that bilingualism was viewed as a handicap in
our own nation, the use of the child’s primary language for instruction
was zaining support throughout much of the rest of the world. Even in
the United States, over S0 years ago, Teacher’s College, Columbia
University (New York Bureau of Publications, 1926) studied Puerto
Rican education by testing thousands cf ~hildren in English and Spanish.
Puerto Rican children were markedly behind in achievement on the
English Stanford Achievement Test but markedly superior to United
States’ children's norms when tested in Spanish. They concluded thas,
since Spanish is more easily learned than English and has a better writing

34

»

&



A Theoretical Framework 8s

system, it should be introduced early and used as a medium of schoo! in-
struction (Andersson and Boyer, 1970). But the “‘melting pot’’ view ig-
nored this early finding.

Nearly 30 years later, the widely cited UNESCO document, The Use of
Vernacular Language in Education (1953) reported on successful pro-
grams throughout the world that utilized the vernacular as the initial
medium of instruction through literacy. Its general statement notes a
number of compelling reasons for using the native language as the
medium of instruction, ranging from the fact that language is the expres-
sion of children’s culture, to their possible loss of tne ability to express
themselves in an alien language. More recently, Engle (1973) reviewed 25
studies around the world in which use of the vernacular as the medium of
instruction was compared to use of another language. She found that, in
general:

(1) Teaching second language literacy without oral language

training is not likely to succeed. (2) Bilingual programs do not

retard the development of the child’s native language. (3)

Programs become more effective with years in operation

(four years seems to be necessary to show results) [quthor’s

emphasis). (¢) Teacher variables as training, ethnicity, are im-

portant. (5} Kindergarten experiences, especially oral

language training, are related 10 program effectiveness. (6)

The success of a bilingual prugram s related to a vast com-

plex web of factors that differ in each situation: language use

in home, status of each language in the culture, erc. (7)

Hawthorne effect can radically alter'vesults. (§) There appears

to be a transfer of skills from one language to another

lauthor’s emphasis}, especially among middle class children.

(Engle, 1973, pp. 40-42)
Points (3) and (8), very important ones for bilingual education today,
will come up again later in this paper. Comejo (1974) prepared an update
of exemplary programs in California and the Southwest. During 1975,
several of these programs published data indicating that pupils schooled
bilingually do as well, and usually better, than children schooled in
English only, on both stat=-mandated tests and assessment instruments
developed at the project site (San Francisco Unified, Los Angeles
Unified, and Valley Intercultural Project) (Title VII, 1975).

For the past six years, bilingual programs in Navaho at Rock Point
(Rosier and Farella, 1976; Krashen, 1981), in Spanish at Santa Fe
(Leyba, 1978), San Diego at Nestor School (Evaluation Associates,
1978), Redwood City (Ramirez, 1974), and San Francisco (Legarreta,
1979) show clearly that language minority students are doing better in
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English language and subject matter as well as better in their primary
language than control language minority children educated only.in
English. In all these bilingual programs, the primary language was used
effectively: Meaningful ‘“‘comprehensible input’* was delivered directly
and in overall amounts, ranging from half to over three-quarters of
classroom time in K-2 afd about half in upper elementary grades.

These ber~ficial results due to effective primary language instruction
are best expla ned by Cummins' brilliant work (1979; 1920), detailed in
an earlier chapter of this book, on the linguistic interdependence of
language acquisition. Good bilingual programs that develop the child’s
primary language to threshold levels of CALP: Cognijtive Academic
Linguistic Proficiency (e. g., to full literacy) enable children to master
English and succeed in our schools. Generations of school failure ex-
perienced in all-English classrooms by Native American, Hispanic, and
other linguistic different children can be reversed by good bilingual
education to produce children fully proficient in English and their
primary language.

Bilingual education is sound pedagogically since language acquisition
skills and concept development in the primary language do transfer to
English (Cummins, 1981) and actually facilitate English acquisition by
providing a richer experiential base and context for acquiring this new
language inside and outside the classroom (Krashen, 1981).

In addition to the educational advantages cited above, bilingual educa-
tion meets the affective needs of children from the first hour of school.
Self-esteem and identification with primary language and culture are
enhanced when the child’s experiences in the home and community are
validated both as a knowledge base and a source of social and interper-
sona skills. The child’s cognitive style (manner of learning) is accepted:
Recent ethnographic research shows us that linguistic minority children
[Hawaiian (Boggs, 1972), Hispanic (Ramijrez, 1964}, and Native
American (Dumont, 1972; Philips, 1972)] use different strategies for
learning than do children from an all-English culture.

There is ample evidence that linguistic minority children feel better
about themselves, their language, and their culture in bilingual/
bicultural programs (Covey, 1973; Rivera, 1973). One study (Skoczylas,
1972) foun@ that Anglo children in the bilingual program had more
favorable attitudes toward Mexican-Americans after bilingual educa-.
tion. This study notes that ‘*Mexican-Americans in the control [all-
English] program viewed themselves as less handsome and less fair, and
Mexican-Americans as relatively sad and dirty'* (p. 148), It is difficult to
believe that five-year-old Hispanic children come to school with such at-
titudes. A better explanation can be found in the work of Morris (1974)

f

36



A Theoretical Framework 87

showing that the self-concept of Puerto Rican children decreased the
longer they attended regular classes in New York City. Finally, there is
an economic argument for bilingual education that speaks 10 a more ef-
fective use of our linguistic resources in making public policy to promote
the foreign language competence ¢ ‘al to our global interests today.
Children have, for generations, bee: "ved of the opportuniy to learn
how to read and write in their home language by the all-English policy of
our public schools (Leibowitz, 1971). 'Intil 1968, for example, only
English could be used for instruction in C _:ifornia’s public schools. Then
in bigh school fhese same home languages are presented as foreign
langu.ges, with more than two billion dollars annually being spent to
teach Spanish, French, Chinese, etc., with poor results (Andersson and
Boyer, 1970). _

The best example of the public schools’ role in implementing language
policy is Israel, where Hebrew, a language never spoken except in
religious rituals since Biblical ti'nes, has been revived completely due to
its official status as the school language at all levels (Hofman and Fisher-
man, 1972). Thus, the unique role of the public school and bilingual pro-
grams in the conservation of primary languages in our own country has -
economic consequences as well as educational ones.

The educational cons ,aences of teaching linguistic minority children

" in all-English classrooms can perhaps be seen best by focusing on the ac-

tual experiences of children in such regular classrooms. As recently as
1975, only 2-10 percent of children eligible for bilingual education were
enrolled in such programs (Corneja, 1974). The greater majority of such
children today can still be found in *‘submersion™ (see Glossary) pro-
grams, where they are effectively excluded from any pamczpatlon in the
classroom (Carter, 1970).

Consider a few anecdotes from a large Northern California city where
Hispanic linguistic-minority children were enrolled in regular .
kindergarten and raught in English all day The wricer (Legarreta, in
press) followed 14 monolingual Spanish-speaking five-year-olds, each
for a full day.(six percent of the school year) in such classrooms and
noted

. A Spanish-speaking woman came into the classroom holding the
hand of a child about five years of age. The woman said that she had
found the child crying at a schoo! bus stop outside on Mission Street. The
girl had told her she was named Maria F., and she couldn't find her
teacher who was a rubia (blonde) and whose name she didn’t know. The
woman had already taken her to four other primary teachers, but no one
knew her at the school. She was told to try the office. Maria looked very
frightened. (It was already the eighth week of school.)
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2. In this class, each child is expected to participate in *‘sharing.’
Maria Elena is chosen; she goes up next to the seated teacher, holding a
small cdlendar in her hand. :

Teacher: What is it you have?
Maria Elena: Boy. A girl. (The calendar has a pictare of aboy and a
girl on the front.) '
Teacher: No. What is it, class?
Class: A calendar!

Teacher: Yes, a calendar. Sit down, Maria Elena.

3. Luis, a monolingual Spanish-speaking child comes in and joins the
circle. He is dressed as he would for church: plaid suit, white shirt, bow
tie, and new shoes. He is carrying a permission slip written in English for
a field trip.

Teacher: Oh, oh, your mother thinks it’s today that we're going
on the trip. And you didn't bring any lunch. (The group
was going to buy lunch on the trip.) And you brought
the lunch money already, too. I'll have to call her if I get
time. Don’t lose the money—the trip isn’t until Wednes-
day. .

(Luis has to keep his new clothes clean ali day at school, go without
lunch, and not lose his money, plus explain what happened—if he

understands—to his mother.)
4. Teresa is wiggling in circle time and raising her hénd: *Permiso,

permiso.” ‘
Teacher: Where's Karen?
Children: She has to pee (i. e., Teresa has toﬁ.) -
Teacher: Oh, did Karen use the bathrooin? Go down and wait for
her, Teresa. (She misunderstands, thinking the children
are referring to her question about Karen.)
Teresa wets herself. She is sent to the office with an aide and her mother
is called by a Spanish-speaking secretary. *
Teacher: Well, was that what you were trying to tell me?

This same group of 14 Hispanic children tested significantly lower in .

measures of both English and Spanish proficiency than did Hispanic
children in bilingual programs, after six mogths of kindergarten.

Good educational practices such as providirfg **comprehensible input’*
in English and developing the child’s primary language to foster
academic learning were not happening: The school program was eradic-
ting Spanish and teaching very little English—though children were *‘ex-
posed’’ to it all day long.
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State of the Art: How Can Bilingual Programs Facilitate
Primary Lsaguage and Concept Development?

Today, publicly funded bilingua! programs carry the major respon-
sibility for developing and maintaining high levels of proficiency and
Literacy in the primary language of the linguistic-minority children they
serve. Research (Leibowitz, 1971; Andersson and Boyer, 1970; Hofman
and Fisherman, 1972; Fishman, 1970) indicates that, historicaily and cur-
rently, the linguistic-minority child’s school is not only the major
socializing agent to the dominant culture but also provides the crucial im-
petus to conservation or loss of the native language.

When we also consider Cummins® work (1979, 1980, 1981) on the
facilitative role of the primary language in generalized language ability,
including acquisition of English and higher order academic abilities, we
can be quite confident that bilingual education, making full use of the
primary language, is an effective teaching model for linguistic-minority
children.

When we turn to the bilingual classroom—the day-by-day pedagogy, .
lesson plans, continua in language arts, reading, mathematics, etc.—we
need to point our own teaching and use of resources in and out of the
classroom toward the goal of excellent primary language proficiency,
concept development, and literacy in ali linguistic-minority children.

This section will focus on five questions central to the effective use of
the primary language in the bilingug! classroom:

. 1. To what extent should the child’s primary language be used overall
in grades K-67
2. In what manner should primary language instruction be delivered:
a. Concurrent translation? '
b. Alternate immersion (direct method) usually through language
dominant groupings?

3. What wvariety of the primary language should be used in the

classroom? '

4. How can we ensure the prestige of the primary language vis-g-vis

the dominant language, English? .

5. How can primary language use be monitored: a formative evalua-

tion process?

These questions will be answered be'ow, bused on recent empirical
evidence and/or the published materi-s of professionals knowiedgeable
in practice and theory of bilingual /bicultura! education. -

1. To what extént should the child’s primary langusge be used in the
bilingual classroom?
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Many involved today in bilingual education remember that, as recently

- as a dozen or so years ago, the public schools in California and the

Southwest prohibited the use-of the children’s home language—unless it
was English—even at recess time (Lesley, 1972). Children were frequent-
ly kept after school or punished physically (e. g., by spankings, having
their mipuths taped, etc.) and were even suspend®d, just for speaking
their home language, any time during the school day. Today, some of
these same chiidren, now adults, are teaching in bilingual classrooms.
They are providing the all-important primary language model to a new
generation of children, children who are being encouraged to speak,
read, and ledsn school subjects presented in their home language.

Most bilingual theorists and educators have consistentiy stated that the
child's primary language and English should be used tqually overall
(Andersson and Boyer, 1970). Also, we now know that children who are
proficient in speaking, reading, and learning in their primary language
acquire English more easily. They do not experience the subtractive
bilingualism or limited bilingualism suffered by children who are exited
from bilingual programs too early. We also know now that it takes at
least four to five years in a bilingual program for children to demonstrate
the “‘thresholds level” of primary language facility necessary for
academic success (Cummins, 1981). Therefore, an optimal bilingual pro-
gram can be heavily weighted in the K-3 grade years toward the primary
language. Successful bilingual programs in Floride, Arizona, and
California have used Spanish or Navajo for over three-quarters of the
schoo! day in the primary grades, with more use of English in upper
elementary grades. There is no magic formula for creating fully bilingual -
children; but, in all cases, the primary language must be first developed
to & high level of proficiency to include literacy.

This emphasis on primary language proficiency is simply not happen-
ing in bilingual programs in California. In a recent overview of bilingual
programs that have had quality reviews, about 44 percent displayed
*‘primary language components that are improperly designed, severely
underdeveloped, or only marginally implemented™® (Dolson, 1980).

The United Statgs General Accounting Office announced similar fin-
dings after a ianguage survey of Title VII programs, noting that far more
English than Spanish was being uscd (United States General Accounting
Cffice, 1976). Other research (Bruck etal ., 1979) shows that, even as the
school year progresses, teachers tend to use more and more English. To
counteract these tendencies and to ensure primary language proficiency,
subject matter—not just oral language and reading—must be delivered in
the primary language. . ’

100



A Theoretical Framework =~ | _ 91

.

Teaching subject matter in the primary language is a direct and power-
ful way to ensure its optimal use in bilingual programs. All subject areas,
especially basic skills such as language arts, teading, and mathematics as i
well as science and social studies should be delivered in the primary
language. Such varied contexts and contents will ensure optimal primary,
language learning. ) .

There is ample time to offer this range of subject areas in the primary
language in the average school day, of five to six hours (depending on the
teacher’s contract), excluding lunch and recess. The planned primary
language instruction to limited English proficient (LEP) children meeting
standards of quality (600 minutes per week) ranges from 40 to 52 percent
of such instructional time in grades 1-6 and up to 70 percent of the time
in half-day kindergartens. . A

Furthetmore, there is no longer a shortage of teaching materials:
Anyone who has attended a bilingi'=i conference in California or visited
bilingual materials centers is aware that materfals are now available to
teach almost any subject in the major primary lanzunge groups in
California. The publishing industry is producing and marketing huge
quantities within- the Unitéd States and importing literally tons of
classrooln materials from abroad. The indusfry still needs the input of
bilingual teachers to prepare materials more appropriate to local needs.
In addition, for nearly 20 years, ever since the Coral Way bilingua} pro-
gram, local school disgricts have published materials-tailored to primary
language groups in the United States: Native American, various Hispanic
groups, Portuguese, Asian, and others. The shorage of materials is
over. Invariably, any purchased materials need to be adapted to the
‘ ) levels of language minority children in the classroom. And, as always,

the hallmark of gn excellent bilingual teacher is the quantity and rariety
of teacher-ma d élass-p;\gduced materials used in teaching. There
can.never be 400 many. In some schools, teacher-made matérials,
perfectly adapted to the community and the primary language children in
' it, are the curriculum, For example, the writer has seen outstanding fifth-
and sixth-grade science lessons in the primary language developed in
"rural areas capitalizing on the needs and: interests of"the communities’
children that are far superior. to translations of the expensive science
“kits’’ used in regular classrooms. In general, bilingual curriculum ™
materials, now abundantly available, are best used as a basic continuum
of skills to which teachers “‘plug in’’ their own materials and hourly and

, daily activities.” Whenever purchased materials are too difficult or in a

formal standard langugse variety that children find confusing (e. g.,
A word problems in mathematics), teachers can prepare a more ap-
propriate version tailored to group needs. '
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Primary language instruction is necessary at all grade levels to achieve
the proficiency necessary for academic work, since we have seen that this
mresholdkvdisnmmchednnﬁltheupperdmnmysmdes.
under optimal conditions (Skutnabb-Kangas, 1975). Children able to
converse fluently ip their primary language, . g., with Basic Interper-
sonal Communicative Skills (BICS), need formal instruction plus literacy
in their primary language to handle academic-cognitive school tasks.
Research on first language acquisition (English) clearly indicates that
children are stilk learning more complex syntactic patterns throughout
elementary school (Chomsky, 1969).« Both technical and literary

. vocabulary continue to be acquired throughout school; and adolescents

add varieties of speech styles, including language mixing, to convey par-
ticular intentions. _

What this research evidence means, when translated into practice, is
that children also need to experience consistency in their hilingual in-
struction. They should not be shifted in and out of programs or transi-
tionedbefore their mgmtive-acadennc bnsmmcpmﬁchmy has reached
adequate levels.

In every classroom, many levcls of primary language will be found.
mlingual programs have been criticized for *‘being less effective with
secondorthhdmﬁonhnmigmmchﬂdmthanwithmim—
migrants’’ (Gonzalez, 1977-1978, p. 54). We now know this is probably
due to the higher level of language proficiency gained by recent im-
migrants before their arrival here. Even when Ugited States-born
linguistic minority children apparently retain relagiVely little primary
language, it is preferable to restore and develop this language before the
child is expected to function totally in English, since the child’s experien-

- tigl base is in the primary language. Furthermore, language assessment

instruments used at present to place children are not always accurate.

- Teachers can accomm.odate varying levels of primary language proficien-

cy in the classroom by offering a range of cusriculum materials, spanning
several grade levels. Language-dominant groupings need not be based on -
a strict equating of linguistic proficiency, as learning proceeds better with
redundant input. Children who are more proficient are reinforced in
their knowledge, and even learn more ° profoundly, by helping
demonstrate their newly acquired skilis to students at less proficient
levels (Thonis, 1980). Pairingproﬁcientnewimmigrmuwi!hlmmﬁ-
cient children or those in the process of primary language restoration has
also been found an effective way to provide megningful input in real
communicative situations and expand relative proficiency. Vocabulary is
learned rapidly, and anxiety about making mistakes is low in peer situa-

tions. Some migrant programs are on a staggered school year, and fluent
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primary language mss-ag’e tutors can be enlisted as classroom partners
for low proficiency children.

The schoo! day must be structured to ‘allow much primary language
used for communicative intent: planning plays, gnies, field ‘trips, and
other activities; sharing real experiences: and di 'ssing real events, in-
side and outside the classroom (discussed in the last section). Children
acquiring their primary language need n -threatening opportunities to
practice it, pot teacher correction! Talkihg to dolls, classroom pets, or
younger children is most comfortable. .

Bilingual teachers need to develop richer gestural systems and simple
ways -t0 code recurrent events in the class schedule so all children,
whatever their linguistic background, can participate from their first day
of school—especially if they enroll late. Cards with symbols representing
milk money,. circle time, Ebrary.time, and learning center time can be
used to signal transitions. Sincechildrenleamfmmthetotalschoolpro-
gram, th~ . ;aching $taff must plan ample opportunities daily for spon-
faneou: -..mary language use by the children, in the classroom and on
the playground, Using the primary language needs to be a: happy ex-
perience. Eilmstrips, jokes, riddles, folk sayings, songs, dances, poems,

.and family stories can be shared indoors; jump rope, rh . games,
rhymes children make while singing, swinging, and jum can. be
. nomd;exchansevisitstobiﬂngualclamomsmthesitemade;md
enlisting of newly arrived primary language speakers as resource persons
can enrich the joy 6f children learning more about their home language. .
However, it is obvious that bilingua! cugricula offered at the school site. .
k;e&lt must be redesigned to offer substantially greater primary language
inpitt. ) '

Though there is no single optimal amount appropriate for every school
in California, some generalizations can be made from examining ex-
emplary programs. One frequent option, particulasly useful with
children who have minimal o no English proficiency, is to offer instruc-
tion about 70 percent in the primary language in grades K-2, with the
balarnce of the day in English, emphasizing ESL planned instruction and
using highly contextualized materials such as -manipulatives for
mathematics. Pairing children with bilingual or: fluent-English speakers
for electives, recess, etc., will also help English acquisition. Normally,
childmwillbemdingintbeirpﬁmryhnsungebythcmdsmdm
Gradually, more instruction in English witl be given in grades 2-6, and in-
troduction to English reading will normally r, usually with little
help, by the third grade. Instruction will now be t SO percent in each

_ language. In grades 4-6, this ratio will continue, for continued growth in
primary language and English skills. Children in such a program will not
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experience the subtractive bilingualism or limited bilinguaiism suffered
by children who are éxited from bilingual programs too early: Those with
less than the four or more years of formal instruction in the primary
language needed to reach the threshoid of cogritive-academic linguistic
proficiency (CALP) (Cummins, 1981). To assess whether or not CALP
in the primary language is present, tests of reading are

_appropriate measures.

2. How should primary langusage instruction be delivered?

One of two methods of lesson delivery is usually found in bilingual
classrooms: (1) Concurrent use of primary language and English; or (2)
Alternate L1/L2 use, usually with language dominant groupings.

Concurrent translation is used in many bilingual programs today. It is
operationally defined by the Office of Bilinguval-Bicultural Education
thus: **During lessons, two languages are used interchangeably. Special
care is taken to avoid direct. translation. Onc person may deliver the
lessons using both languages or two teachers/aides may be utilized, each
modeling a different nguage® (Office of Bilingual-Bicultural Educa-
tion, 1979, p. 4). Although the guidelines specify that direct translation is
discouraged, in actua! bilingual classrooms, this usually is not the case.
Much material is presented fh direct translation, with mid-sentence
switching of languages, or mid-phrase nixing:

““You're resting nicely—sin movar los brazos.”’

**1 squeeze the glue bottle despacio.”

If two persons team-teach, every part of the lessonanay be ated.

Recent research evidence indicates that use of the concu method
seems to be less effective in developing primary language, and in acquir-
ing English, than the alternate L{/L2 method of lesson. delivery
(Mackey, 1972 Cohen, 1973; Legarreta, 1979). In the Mackey (1972)
program (the John F. Xennedy School, Berlin), seachers reported that
the bilingual approach used a ‘“mixed"’ or concurrent use of languages,
slowed down both learning and their teaching, and that **many of the
Americgn sfudents spoke a type of mixed language, more akin to the
Pennsylvania-Dutch than German'® (McLaughlin, 1978, p. I58).

In the Cohen study.(w‘lﬁ; the teaching staff mixed the primary
language and English to provide a concept-by-concept translation, which
was frequently sentence-by-sentence throughotit the day. In this ap-
proach, the Anglo students learned almost none of the primary language
of the non-English proficient (NEP) children, simply hecause they cotild
use English as fully as the teaching staff did. Students mixed languages
more than did the Mexicag-Amerian children in a-English programs.
In general, this method of language delivery was ineffective with Anglo
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students and only partly effective for the Mexican-Americans (Cohen,
1973).

The writer studied six bilingual classrooms, five of which used the con-
current method, and one that used an alternate L 1/L2 (direct) AM/PM
switch. The Hispani¢ students were monolingual Spanish speakers at the
beginning of the kindergarten year. They were pre-tested by peer testers
on comprehension, vocabuiary, production, and communicative com-
petence in both Spanish and English, and posttested six months later by
the same peer testers, native speakers of Spanish or English, to find out
how much they had learned. The testing situation was Modified so,
children felt comfortable: Fruit and sweets were served, games were first
played with the young testers, and testing was ‘done in familiar settings
(Legarreta, 1979). When scores were analyzed, it wag found that the
Congurrent Translation approach was significantly less effective than the
alternate L) /L5 approach in producing gains in oral comprehension of
English and in communicative competence in both Spanish apd English.

During this past year, Woig-Fillmore (1980) has done extensive
videotaping in Spanish and Chinese bilingual programs, using the **con-
currenkgranslation’’ and ‘‘alternate L1/L2 (direct)’* delivery method.
She noted: '

Miss C relied on a [concurrent) ‘“transtation approach’'
nstructional strategy.
Miss C almast always said things twice, first in one language,
and then, exactly transiated, in the other. At times, Miss C
used only English in her group lessons, but, by agreement, her
aide would repeqt each sentence immediately in Spanish.
Thus, in a kind of bilingual pas de deux, Miss C and her aide
maintained the (ranslation format in their
teaching.~. However, this does not seem to work well, at least
where language leurning is concerned, since Students ap-
parently learn to ignore the language they do not understand.
They know they can cqunt on the message being given in the
language they know, and hence, there is no.motivation to try
to figure out what is being said in English. We have numerous
. video-record observations of the students [Hispantc and
Anglp) in this classroom alternately being attentive and inat-
tentive as the teachers switch. between languages in their
lessons. During bhe times the language they do not understand
is being spoken, the students simply stop listening. (Wang-
- Fillmore, 1980, pp. 28-29) )

Teachers using the *concurrent translation™ delivery method also

»commented that they were always *‘switching gears linguistically’* and

found that teaching much like professional simultaneous translators do
.
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is very tiring. Sometimes teachers would say things that were idiomatical-
ly incorrect in their primury language because they were translatmg
directly from Englith (Cohen, 1973).

This language delivery method has other drawbacks: '‘It tends to be
* boring, the child just waits to hear the lesson in the known ianguage, and
lessons are unicultural’* (Andersson and Boyer, 1970, p. 102). Wong-
Fnllmow (1930) notes that-teachers using this method tend not to modify
their sranslation tq the level of the child’s proficiency in'the primary
language, nor do they feel it is necessary to use a rich gestural system or
concrete visual demonstrations to help the child’s comprehension. {t's
enough that everything is being-translated! But such translation does not
serve as ‘‘comprchensible input'' to language learners new to
either language.

The Alternate L1/42 (dm) model may be cither an:

(a) Alternate days approach, based on the Philippine model (Tucker er
al.,» 1970). Here, the classroom language and curriculum shift daily
between two languages, so that language use was 50/50.

(b) Morning-afternoon switch, as exemplified in the Coral Way-Miami
Schools (de Inclan, 1971), which relies on team teaching, with each
member stronger in one language. Concepts and instruction utilize one
hnsuasemu\emormns.unmhuinthenmmoon

(c) “‘Preview-Review" technique (Krear, 1977), in which materiai is
previewed in one language and presented in the other. Later, the class
reviews the materials in the preview language. The two lansuaaes are
thus used about equally.

(d) “Language dominant groupings’’ in subject matter also utilize the
alternate Lj/L2 (direct) method of lesson delivery. In this fourth
method, the most popular variant of this model, childrer ars grouped by
language dominance, and instructed in discrete groups, with appropriate
materials in that language. The writer has seen all -four variants in
bilingual classrooms being effectively used, with each choice reflecting
staffing patterns, classroom ethpicity, and language dominance at the
site. Research findings from programs using this lesson delivery ap-
proagh are positive, as noted above. Another example from the carly
‘60s, well before bilingual education became popular, is in the Miami
schools, which became inundated with Cuban refugee children. The first
full. bilingual program in the Umted States was initiated in 1963 at the
Coral Way School, using the alternate Ly /L2 lesson delivery approach.
By sixth grade, both Spanish- and English-dominant children in this pro-
mmscmeda{wellinﬁngﬂshsubjem?schﬂdrenmushtonlym
English. The Spanish-dominant children read equally well in Spanish or
English; the English-dominant chi!dren were somewhat weaker in
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Spanish reading but all were fully bilinguai speakers and repders
(Richardson, 1968 de Inclan, 1971, 1977).

What appears to be happening in the bilingual alternate Ly/L3 ap-
proaches, with balanced input of Spanish and English, is that children
are really beginning to learn to understand and use English, 'while abo
developing their primary language and academic skills. Since they are

" alternately immersed in their primary language and then in the second .

language, they are forced to begin to sort out the English input they hear,
using context and other cues. They then begin to construct hypotheses
about its form and their functions, just as they did in acquiring their
primary language. This method also has almost no language mixing on
the part of the staff or children. Wong-Fillmore (1980) comments on the
alternate Lj/L2 (direct) approach:

This is the method by which each lesson is taught directly,
either in English or in the home language, with the use of .
{ranslation kepit to @ minimum. This ordinarily works in such -
a way that lessons in a particular subject area are given in
English on certain days, and in the other languages at other
limes, with no repeats given of the same lesson. This method
seems clearly the best, but it obviously puts a heavy burden on
both the students and the teacher. The teachers have to Jigure
oul how the materials to be taught can be communicated to
those students who do Wot understand the language of in-
Struction well enough to know what is being said, and the
students need to be more’than ordinarily attentive to what the
teacher is doing and saying during the lesson. This means that

the lessori must involve enough of the kinds of experiences

fe. g., demonstrations, participation in ongoing activities)
which perinit the children 1o figure out what the point of the
lesson is even {f they do not understand what is being said, or
could not understand it out of context. This kind of approach
requires a lot of planning, preparation and imagination on
the part of the teacker. Our current research, however, indi-
cates that it Is worth the effort. In contrast to the transiation
rmethod, the direct approach seems to work well both for sub-
Ject matter learning and for second language learning. (p. 9)

The work of the teaching staff in any variant of alternate Ly/L2 (by
days, AM/PM switch, preview-review, or langiiage dominant groupings)
may be greater, as Wong-Fillmore notes; but teachers are not feeling
exhausted -from “‘switching gears linguistically” or uneasy from non-
idiomatic translating, as in the Concurrent Transiation approach. Nor

are they mixing languages. The language models, primary language and
English, are clear. Since teachers cannot **fg)l back’ cn English for
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enrichment materials in a school subject, children will benefit from more
complete presentations of subject matter in their primary language. The
requisite  addition of cognitive-competence (Cognitive/ Academic
Language Proficiency) to the linguistic competence (Basic Interpersonal
Communicative Skills) primary language speakers bring to formal
schooling will be ‘facilitated by the alternate L} /L2 method of lesson
delivery. s

3. What variety of the primary Innguage should thg teaching staff use?

Unless the bilingual community and parents of the children involved
decide otherwise, the bilingual program teaching staff should speak an
informal standard variety of the primary language: one that reflects their
country of origin, if they are native speakers, or their training, if their
second language is the minority language. Every language, of course,
includes specific manners of speaking, or ‘‘registers’® which differ, for
example, when educated adults are speaking to each other or when
educated adults are teaching children. Every language also has certain
ways to signal affection, acceptance, or closeness; and the primary
language teacher must freely speak this way to the children. Frequently,
teacher aides will be drawn from the minority language community and
will naturally speak the local variety used in the children’s homes. This is
always an asset for the bilingual program. Teachers need to reflect their
professional training in their use of the primary language; but this must
never be done at the expense of their students’ self-image, which is based
on the language variety they bring to school. Thus, primary language
teaching must be based in the variety the children bring from their homes
based on the local adult speech. If this variety contains forms different
from that of some of the teaching staff, and it invariably will, these
should not be “‘marked’ by singling them out for correction. The
American Association of Teachers of Spanish and Portuguese
recommends that: '

Especially in the case of learners whose diaiect differs
markedly from world standard Spanish, the first weeks,
months, or even the entire first year—should focus patiently
on developing their self-confidence as speakers and writers of
their own kind of Sparish. (Gaardner, 1971, p. 5)

All studies of non-standard varieties of language or ‘‘social dialects’’
demonstrate very clearly that the number and frequency of non-standard
forms spoken is very small, and these ‘do not interfere with
communicative intent. The primary language, and any and all languages
that are ‘“alive’ (i.e., spoken), are rich in varieties or dialects: Central
Standard Mexican Spanish, that spoken m Jalisco, Michoacan, and
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Mexico City, is different from the Spanish of LaHabafa, Cuba; the
“Carioca” of Rio de Janeiro is different from the Portuguese of the
Azore Islands; and the Cantonese of Canton is different from that of
San Francisco. These differences (or **non-standard" forms) in phonolo-
8Y, vocabulary, and intonation patterns do not make the laaguage varie-
ties mutually unintelligible, since the underlying semantics as well as the
syntax are rarely at variance. A recent example is the showing of old
American western television programs, e. g., “Bonanza,” *“‘Gun-
smoke,"’ and “Little House on the Prairie,”” which are very popular in
Casiilian-speaking Spain. They are telecast with dubbed-in Mexico City
Spanish. Everyone in Spain understands and enjoys them in spite of
many differences in vocabulary, phonology, intonation patterns, and
even grammar or syntax. Unfortunately, there frequently is prejudice
against non-standard speal ers of any language, and this includes their
children. However, formal Jifferences between regional and social
language varieties, or *‘dialects,’* are really superficial and meaningless
when viewed in terms of the basic goals of bilingual classrooms. The sen-
sitive bilingual teacher will accept the children’s speech patterns,
phonology, and vocatalary, and then carefully extend them to
demonstrate, over and over again, that there are many different ways to
say the sam. thing. “uns:'g any bilingual staff, from disparate primary
language backgroun '« .. variety of social dialects can be naturally
demonstrated to the cnildren. The teacher can also d¥monstrate the
forms most appropriate for various domains of use, e, g., informal joke-
telling vs. answering the bishop at confirmation. Children can thereby
add social dialects to their primary language repertoire, becoming ad-
ditive bilingual speakers. Frequently, too, purchased primary language
reading materials reflect a regional variety of the language, and the
teacher can note these variations to the children.

It has been noted by researchers on child language acquisition that
many so-called “‘errors’’ children make are developmental and will
disappear as they mature. Common Spanish language examples, due fo
children’s overgeneralization of regular verb patterns, are ‘Yo sabo
eso”’ and *‘Yo o hazo.”* Such overgeneralization is a language acquisi-
tion strategy all children use (‘“‘runned” and *‘feets” are English ex-
amples). To correct such *‘errors” is not useful for two reasons:

(a) Research on child language acquisition shows that children ap-
parently do not process such correction and continue to produce the
overgencralized form until the correct irregular form is internalized
naturally as an exception to the pattern: **runned-ran”’ (Slobin, 1971).

i(b) When children are corrected, they may shift to use of &8 more
primitive form, and may even be rewarded for this. Providing a good
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primary language model with comprehensise input is a much more pro-
ductive technique than correction.

Since children lwe in communities where languages are in contact, very
frequently, E words are mixed into primary language schtences or
anglicized fi are used: ‘“‘es un skyscraper’ and ‘‘voy a correctar
eso.”’ In areas where much Black English is heard, this may also be
mixed in. It has been shown (Hernandez-Chavez, 1980) that these
‘“‘borrowings’’ may serve as initial steps in acquiring a second language,
as ‘*place holders.”’ Again, the bilingual teaching staff need cnly take -
care not to mix languages in their teaching and continue to provide clear
primary language models. Teacher attitudes are important. Many .
bilingual teacher trainers, workshop leaders, and researchers in bilingual
classrooms have noted the very apparent prejudice often demonstrated
by bilinguel teachers toward a child's use of ‘‘non-standard’’ forms of
the primary language, particularly with middle-class, Mexican-American

teachers or those trained professionally in South American countries.

This attitude clearly negates many of the henefits of bilingual schooling.
Stigmatizing, in any way, a child's home language, always produces bad
effects, lowered self-esteem, lowered motivation to learn the primary
langudge, sometimes even a disassociation from the family's culture.
Bilingual teachers with negative attitudes toward regional varieties of the
primary language need to re-examine affective aspects of the teaching
process and root out this prejudice. The variety the children use must be
respected and extended in a non-judgmental way.

4. Why and how can we ensure the prestige of the primary langusge in
school settings?

Whenever a primary language or language variety is disvalued by the
dominant culture, its place in a bilingual program is less secure. Con-
versely, certain primary languages (¢. g., French and German) confer
prestige upon their users and may serve as a marker of an educated,
cultured person. Andersson (1976) notes that 1§ yea s ago, even *‘bi-
lingual’’ had totally negative connotations. Specifically, it ‘‘meant Mex-
ican, that is, poor, lower class, uneducated, and, we inferred,
uneducable’” (p. 498) to educators in the Southwest. Thongh such
linguistic prejudices are totally irrational, they still exist; and ws cannot
simply ignore them. Rather, professionals in bilingual education need to
demonstrat  )nsciously the prestige of primary languages other than
English,

We know that bilingual children quickly learn the relative prestige of
their primary language vis-@-vis the dominant language, English. This is
made explicit by bilingual teaching staff in several ways, the major one,
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of course, being the proportion of the primary language the teacher uses
in formal tea- hing as well as the choice of language used to talk to aides,
student teachers, colleagucs and important visitors from outside the
school.

There is also mdence that teachers tend to speak the primary language
consciously and deliberately, while using English in a spontaneous and
casual (unmarked) manner. This also is communicated to the children
(Shultz, 1975). Other unconscious “‘markers’’ are found such as bi-
lingual teacher’s frequent switch to English for all disciplinary speech, or
to signal an important transition in teaching (Legarreta, 1977). Many bi-
lingual programs teach™‘‘core’’ subjects (reading and nrathematics) and
use the primary lansum only for electives such as art and musxc (Lesley,

. 1972).

To counteract all these practices ard thereby raise the status of the
primary language, bilingual teachers must first become conscious of their
language choices in and out of the bilingual classroom. Then they need to
monitor their language choices to ensure that the primary language is ac-
corded prestige. One bilingual program provides these directions:

The teacher should address other adults in Spanish in order to
show the children that the language has prestige among
adults. The teacher should be pamculady careful to address
outside visitors who know Spanish in this language.
(Ramirez, 1974 p. 136)

L

It is very unportam for all children in a bilingual classroom—both
minority and majority—to hear the primary language used by classroom
teachers and aides, resource teachers, ESL pull-out teachers, cross-age
tutors, parent volunteers, and the principal for informal, everyday com-
mumcanon, and for the salute to the flag, a formal event.

Language minority children will feel reassured that the language they
Ypeak at home is also a school language, appropriate for educated people
to use. The English-speaking children will take notice also that the
second language with which they are struggling is used in everyday situa-
tions by educated, powerful adults. Frequently, bilingual staff who have
acquired their primary language fluency as adults need opportunities to

‘practice some domains of language use not taught in language classes:

how to convey acceptance, skepticism, how to joke, gossip, or negotiate,
etc. Native speakers can help by providing opportunities for such
primary language practice, rather than switch to English, in the teacher’s
lounge, on the playground, and in social situations such as school events.
An excellent opportunity to utilize the primary language is in the in-
service training necessary in bilingual programs.
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Bilingual teacher trainers report that they personally address col-
leagues at their universities and colleges in the primary langyage. They
also help studen teachers to become less self-conscious when they use the
primary language in teaching. One professor commented:

Student teachers need to hear courses such a: ‘*Educational
Pcsychology’* taught in the primary language—theoretical
courses, as well as the practical, methods courses—and more
of us are doing our lectures in the primary language.
Workshop leaders, too, are presenting many more training sessions in
the primary language.

At the school site or district level, on-going course work in the primary
language can be offered through arrangements with local adult education
programs. Many teachers who are not working in bilingual programs are
anxious to improve their own language skills. Principals, as educational
leaders of a school, can serve as effective models to the school staff by
enrolling, as can school board members. Sometimes, bilingual programs
seem isolated within a school or ignored or envied by non-bilingual staff.
Some teachers’ lounges appear almost segregated. To overcome this and
encourage the free flow of information and teaching techniques so vital
to a school, two-way bilingualism would be ideal since all children would
be better served. As a first step, there are useful booklets, ¢. g., Spaqish
Phrases for Schools (available from P.O. Box 28, Fullerton, California)
to help all school personnel communicate more effectively with primary
language childrén. Parent classroom volunteers can be encouraged to
begin the process of becoming bilingual. alsp. One program has a bi-
lingual teacher exchange program with Mexico, which includes sharing

of research information.

" For students from English-speaking homes, the second language com-
ponent in a bilingual program is an excellent vehicle for adding prestige
to the primary language. These lessons aced to be planned, of high quali-
ty, e. g., comprehensible and personally meaningful to the students.
Their place in the curriculum is analogous to the ESL component, which
invariably commands ‘‘prime time"’ in bilingual programs. Here, again,
opportunities for natural language use abound, with primary language
speakers available for peer tutoring and practice. Qutside the classroom,
opportunities for primary language use are endless: mealtime conversa-
tions, playground interaction, planned games at recess, music and dance
outdoors, on trips to points of inferest in the primary language com-
munity, and in sports events. The kind and amount of encouragement L2
learners receive from their first produced words forward is important.

It has been demonstrated in several research studies that children from
primary language homes almost immediately model their language
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choice on that of the teacher (Bruck et al., 1979; Legarreta, 1977). When
teachers, as a matter of course, respond in English to students’ questions
or comments in the minority language, the message is unmistakable. To
ensure primary language status, children must hear it being used.

Other ways to enhance the prestige of the primarplanguage include in-
viting prominent persons who speak this language to talk to the class or
to assemblies. Clergymen, businessmen, store owners, professionals, ar-
tists, union people, alumni of the school who have gone on td college,
and local sports figures, are usually willing to come. In the classroom,
the prestige of the primary language is enhanced by using poetry, drama,
and literature written in the countries where primary language children
have their roots. A good supply of attractive reference books and dic-
uowmmmepﬁmyhmmmmmappmpﬁateto:hechsmom
levels of the children are also essential. Too often, a large and colorful
selection of hardcover books for English pleasnre reading can be found
in bilingual classrooms, contrasting-with a8 much smaller selection of col-
orless dog-cared paperback books, alphabet level books, and basic
reader series in the primary language. More subtle markers to increase
primary language status include equality in size and placement of
classroom labels in each language, relative importance of posters in each
language, student work, instructions on the blackboard, and so on.
Stopgaps such as covering the English text on worksheets in mathematics
with a xeroxed translation in the primary language also help, though
commercial workbooks are better and available. Signs in public areas of
the school site in both halls, bathroom, and cafeteria—also
signal the relative im of the languages.

S. How can primary language use be monitored: a formative evaluation
process?

Monitoring of actual language use is a valuable formative evaluation
measure, since bilingual teachers can consciously modify their language
choices depending on the results of the momtonns If is important to
note, once again, that language choice for important language functions
in the classroom such as “‘solidarity’’ and *‘cooling/disciplining’’ need
to be considered as well. The bilingual teaching staff's choices between
the primary language/English are important signals to linguistic minori-
ty children. . |

Is it necessary for teachers in bilingual classrooms to *‘monitor™’ their
language use? Clearly, research tells us the unswer is “‘yes." Lesley
(1972) fcund that in 21 bilingual programs in California, teachers in six
classrooms used English ovér 75 percent of the time; another 12 used
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[English from at least 50 to 75 percent of the time, and three used 25 per-
cent English. These results were based on the teacher's “self-report,
which, unfortunately, is not reliable, since many balanced bilingual
smkmmmtmmdonﬂyam_ofwhkhhwthqqmusiuma
given time (Gumper2, 1970). Many bilingual teachers are convinced they
mlenchinsinSpanishmmhmmofmetimetlpgnnnmﬁmiwm
ment, an actual count of their Spanish and English talk shows. In the
writer's research in bilingual classrooms (Legarreta, 1977), teachers and
aides have been confident that they use Spanish and English about equal-
ly. When classroom interaction was assessed quantitatively to arrive nt
actual percentages of Spanish and English used, it was found that in
classrooms using Concurrent Translation, English was used by coth the
teacher and the aide, on an average, nearly three-quarters (72
p«mt)oimeﬁme;andSpanishmbdnsusedjustomone-quamt
(28 percent) of the time, .

In this research, a quantitative coding technique, the Flanders Interac-
tion Analysis Instrument, was adapted to be used in a bilingual setting;
and the functions of talk teachers and children use (warming, amplify-
ing, directing, responding, correcting, and cooling) were noted.
Classroom interaction was tallied every three Seconds, 100 tallies every
five minutes of classroom time. A full class day was coded for the four
Commtﬂmhﬁmdwromandmdaysinmmullz
classroom.AuMlinsualchmmnmshadnaﬁveSpamsh-speakin;

In the four classrooms utilizing Concurrent Transiation as the
langoage model, English was spoken most of the time by teachers and
pupils. The range was 59 to 84 percent, with an average of 72 percent of
English used during a typical session by teachers. ,

In contrast, in the Alternate Periods model, teachers produced nearly
equal amounts of English and Spanish (53/47). Spanish-spesking
children spoke English to the teacher/aide an average of 71 percent «f
the time in the Concurrent Translation classrooms with the range being
32 to 93 percent. Again, the Alternate Days classroom maintained parity
in language choice by pupils (49 percent). ‘ . .

Since there was considerabl¢ symmetry between teacher talk and
Spanish-speaking pupil talk in all classrooms considered, it appears that
Spanish-speaking children reflect the language choices of teacher/aide,

- regardiess of the bilingual model used (Concurrent Translation or Alter-

nate Days).

This represents a dramatic shift in language use by Spanish-speaking
five-year-olds in Concurrent Transiation classrooms. In the short span of

¢
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aboutnineweeksoffbmalscbooling.chﬂdrenwhospeakonlySpanish
in“their homes, neighborhoods, and churches® are apparently already
ummmﬁﬁfmthnmhmtmuwwhmbbyww
teacher/aides. |, <.

The study also showed that bilingual teachers in the Concurrent
.Tmshdmclmoomsusedmamaseﬂmtwishfor“soﬁdaﬁ-
ty"" functions (e. g., warming, aeeegdns. or amplifying pupil tatk), while
theAlm’nateLl?theachinsmffgsedmuchmmSpaﬂish(npemt)
forthisﬁfncﬁon.?orglﬁnxdirecﬁonsordhecﬁngpupﬂwm.Concur-
m:mmmmamnmmmamz
SmnishfongeLlle.lnwuﬂuw.aﬂchmom,indudingthe
Ahme;!deam.undEnﬂbhwdlmhﬂfthedme(ﬁho
~ 91 percent) tp discipline (cooD) pupils. In the Concurrent Translation
dmmms,thaeml”hﬂamofswiwhinghﬁmmmmmt
fmaum:osmmymmmm”mmuy.m
Ahmtch/densmmmnlmehed(llhmam).andswitchins
was from Spanish to English to reprimand Black and Anglo children.

wwmmmmmmmwam
English were being used equally. However, this only occurred in the
Alternate L) /1L approach. Hm.ahh,sdﬂqﬁtymnaiomoﬁhmm
' m‘mallyinthechﬂd'svermhr.whikmoﬂumdemmﬁna
functions were more equal in each language thun in the Concurrent
hamhﬁmchmooms.Addiﬁomﬂy.amstmthnmmoddm
presented to the pupils, with code-switching occurring very infrequently.
Sinwtheethnkmixinmebmwdnmmmﬁmw-
mmm:wofmmmmmoﬁmsm,u
seems fair to conclude that the language choices of the teachers/aides in
theConmmtTmmhﬂoandmfa:fmmopﬂmﬂ:mydidnm
mﬂmmechmmﬁhnkmh,mhmunhdw:cpmm.of
mema}whyofwﬂbmeimmemhofbﬂhswm.m-
Mofmmmwmmahmmmmmtmmmy
MMMMJMWWSMMNWM
dmmmtmmmmmuwn.mmw
mgbiﬂnsﬁﬂedmdon.mpimlmonmémiquehnsuhﬁcandculmml
backgrounds of Latino children, the Concurrent Translation model
studied is a rapid transition-to-English program. .

Despite teachers/rides’ sincere and conscious commitment to bi-
Hnmmlteaehiu,thcysemomhmdbythepullofmc minant

**A Pupil's Language Use Inventory” (Fishman er gf., 1971), given in Spanish to af}
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language and culture, with the result that English becomes the classroom
language. This phenomenon was also noted by Shultz (1975) who saw it
as another exaniple of an implicit decision by bilingual staff that English
was the ‘‘advantageous and natural language of the classroom.”
From the above, i!isclearthatbillnsualteachemnudtosdf-mommr
their language use. Ways to do this include:
(a)Withampemrdamesmﬂinmhclmroomcanmpeone

another randomly ovef several days, Being sure to include all subjects

and activities in a typical class day, using a separate tape for each

teacher. As the tape is played back, stop the playback at every language

choice or cliange § teacher makes while writing down the number of .
seconds each language is used, timed with a stopwatch or clock with a -
second hand.

(b) A simple coding technique can be learned in an hour, and language
useofbilinsualtmhmmdaidesmbemﬂymonifomdbyammm
specialist as a means of improving the delivery o1 bilingual education.
(See Appendix 1 for sample coding sheet.)

(c)Achmnomhnsusaecheckﬁstmayalsobeprepamd with a pro-
file of language choice by subject matter, groupings, and activity. Then
teaching staff can time, with a stopwatch, their actual instruction in the
primary language. This “‘self-coding’® is tedious, but results are il-
luminating.

(d) Videotaping has Been used, but it is costly and time consuming. It
is an excellent training vehicle and the most complete way to monitor

language choice.

Nsatural Resource for Natural Primary Langusge Use

As ‘noted in the introduction, research evidence indicates that
threshold proficiency in the primary language will assist in academic suc-
cess and in acquisition bf English. To acquire this level of proficiency,
the school bilingual program is crucial. Equally important is the home,
where linguistic minority children acquire their basic language skills. En-
couraging parents, older siblings, relatives, extended family, and
honorary family members (godparents, etc.) to use the primary language
freely with the child is essential, Families, especially mothers (Cohen, in
press) have meny misgivings about using the primary language. They
sometimes feel a child is wasting time by not studying in an English-only
- classroom. They need much reassurance that the child learns better in the
primary language; that they, the parents, are expécted to help with
homework and be involved in their caild’s education and that the child is
also learning the English language at school.

The full utilization of family resources must be part of the ongoing
parent involvement component. Bilingual staff need to visit homes early
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5

in the year to explain bilinsual education and its advantages 10 children.
(A suggested diagram to help explain linguistic int ence to
parents will be given in Appendix 2.) The primary language link between
homeandschoolcanbeforgedinawidevarktyofways er the initial
home visit. Some suggestions to the families catt*include: .
1. Having parents.and/or older siblings, literate in the primary
language, read stories aloud to the child. Durkin's (1972) study in- .
dicates reading aloud to young children is the single most effective
key to reading success,
2. Participation in the home-school library-program, where chnldmn

bring primary language stories, magazines, and boo home weekly
for family use.

- 3. Encouraging parents, relaum. and hororary family members to

tell stories, folk tales, sayings, riddles, jokes, etc., from the
primary. language culture to the children. -

4. Wider use of radio and TV“programs and movies in the pnmary
language. Teachers can prepare a monthly fist of these and other
comminity “cultural events given in the primary Iansuage for -
parents. D

S. Flexibly. scheduled visit to the dassroom. sincluding babies and
relatives, to learn about bilingual educatjon fitsthand. o

& Request for cooperation pf parents when children are preparing
assignments. This includés help with homework as well as sharing
memories when class is making family trees, writing
sutobiographies, letters to relatives, etc. : y

7. Encouragiiig parents to share records, photos, letters, artisanry,
etc., om the primary language culture, with responsible use
assured by the teacher.

8. Encouraging parents or relatives to share their cultural knowledge
ofmwmg.pmﬁn&andpmemngfoodmdmedmnglp!ams
traditional eerebrgtions music, dance, poetry, clothing, etc., with
the school. %~

9. Providing in-service training in the primary language to parents in
how tothelp with homework, through home visits, meetings, notes

. home, eto.
Biﬁnsualteachmsmllaboﬁndmanymoumeswithmtheschool Too
often, the bilingual program is a separate i " in a school. This
isolation is counterproductive to learning. B teachers need to

reach out to all the school staff, both to reassure them, and to exchange
Ve
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- .
that work for all children. Resources in the district must

¢ be located: Sometimes it is a treasure hunsy in that more materials are
available than was thought. Community people, including clergymen,
professionals, businessmen, athletes, musicians, artists, and union
- people fluent in the primary language can be good resources.

Recess and lunch period can be used for natural primary language
input to informal settings, using teaching staff and groupings of ‘ttest
friends’* to cue primary language use. What follows are practical sugges-
tions for natural language use at school:

1.

o0
.

Langudage arts, literacy, and creative writing. (kemcmber that
literacy and writing are presented together in the countries of origin
of many primary languages.)

. Home-School Library Program—children take home books on a

weekly basis written in primary language to read to parents, for,
parents to read, for references, etc.

. Story charts—of children's stories in primary. lanausgc to bc

illustrated by children and parents.
Autobiography—of each child with family tree and photos

(on loan) of family members through grandparents: Make a class
book of these and include teaching staff and principal.

. Sayings ard riddies—from their parents: books of examples,

illustrated by children, in tht(chssmom library. ‘
Recipes—gathered and illustrated by children, with thetr com-
ments. Some can be tried out in class. cooking projects.

Board games—in primary language, crossword] puzzles, word
bingo, and scrabble.

Comics—write own captions on culturally relevam comics
(Hispanic: Los Agachados, Mafelda, etc.

Miuch recognition—for fluent primary language readers in school
andcommunhy Exaniple: Certificate when 10 books in primary

language are completed, pluslctminpnmaxylansumtoparems
of this achievement.

10.Ciass-made books—on field trips, pets, birthday parties, favorite

songs, etc , in primary language.

11, Dictatign—Dby teacher.
12. Teacher and class—collect menus, newspapers, comics sonss, -

recipes, filmstrips, fashion-beauty-sports magazines, short books,
advertisements, etc., in the primary languages of the children so
that the learning centers are fresh and interesting. These can be
made with individual *‘carrels’’ or spaces made with cardboard

. ;
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boxes, Children can work undisturbed with self-chosen primary
. language materials. .. '
: 13.Language masters—made from children’s languagc variety, e. g.,
different ways to say *X."* Example: cacahuate, mani for peanut.
14. Teacher—in K-3, and later, the children themseives, can wrire
down taped stories in primary language.
. ‘l:.Childrm—dm_w and caption pictures to illustraze stories read to
. ) them in primary language. ,
‘ ;lﬁ.ﬁoetry end rhymes—in primary’ hnsuage on large
! charts—children’s vse of syllabizatipn and recognition; illusthates
vgeabulary, word patterns, and rhyming words; if’s best to use new
words right away. -
17.Picture cards for vocabulary—made by children.
* 18.Daily wark plan+in primary language, discuss with class in circle
time. - \ M
19.Children write letters to relatives—take to post office and mail.
20.Children write captions—for photos and pictures teacher brings in
21.Frequent group discussions—in primary language on relevant
topics, ¢. g., why people come to the United States, frightening
experiences, how people celebrate holidays, etc.
22.Puppets, doll corner, pets—are good contexts tb encourage infor-
mal primary language pmctiee -
23.Listening post—stories in primacy languages, followed by discus-
sion -

24.Class produced dialogues, Plays, and dramatized steries,
25. Published credtive writing—(mimeographed) in school newspaper.
26.0ral book reports—weekly, in the primary language to build con-
fidence, \
27.Songbook—of primary language songs from homes.
28.Class puzzles—using a grid (teacher made) for questdon-asking
skills.
29. Peer tutors—fluent in the primary language, for informal practice
: on a regular basis; they can reinforce learning.
\a 30. Creative writing—in the primary language can be published in local
paper; recognition is important.
. 31.Culturally relevant—art and craft activities encourage natural
. primary laonguage use and parent involvement.
. 32.Music.program—can use the primary language and be based on

)
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culturally-relevant materials. .
33, “Generative Word'' literacy method—(Freire) can be used

eliciting important words in the primary language from the class
and illustrating them for personal dictionaries.

By using such resources within the home, classroom, and school, the
effective use of the child's primary language will be assured. Cognmvc
competence and school success will follow, for all children.
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Appendix 1
CODING LANGUAGE CHOICE

The writer used a modified interaction analysis instrument, based on
work by Flanders (1970) The following categories were used:
1. What language is being used? Spanish or English (in columns).
2. Who is speaking to whom?
Code 1 = Teacher
Code 2 = Aide
Code 3 = Hispanic Student
Code 4 = Anglo Student
Code 5 = Group (i. ¢., whole class)
3.  What is the speaker doing? functions of speech:*
Solidarity functions: | = Warms, 2 = Accepts, 3 = Amplifies.
Others: 4 = Elicits. $ = Responds, 6 = Initiates, 7 = Directs.
Distancing functions: 8 = Corrects, 9 = Cools, 10 = Silence or
confusion.

*1. Warms = praises or encoursiges student sction or behavior.

2. Acvepts = uses ideas of stiidents by clarifying or incerporating their ideas.
3. Amplifies ~ builds upon or develops student ideas.

4. Elicits = asks a question of student.
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Appendix 1 (continued)

4. What is this event?

An event consisted, in this study, of a verbal interaction sequence
characterized by a stable setting and grouping of pupils, and
usually, adult initiated. A slash mark (/) indicated a change of
event. Margina! notes were used to clarify events. Time bounding
of a series of events (an activity) were also noted.

A sample of coding looks like this:
OBSERVATION TALLY SHEET
OBSERVER: DL DATE: 12/5 TEACHER CODE: Aguirre TIME: 9:/0

sPAN.| ENG.| Notes | span.| Enc.] Nortes | sran.] enc.]NoTes

Activity: 917
Circle time Math
Muy bien, Activity
132 Cerilos

) Quiieres
133 decir
mas?
133 Puwes.../

0K,
1G7 | stand up

1o play
“Simon
1G7 | says"'

to 1S ta 70 to 100
tallies allies tallies

The observer codes every five seconds, or 12 times 8 minute. Marginal notes (Activity,
words, etc.) ar optional. Coding should span several segments of different classroom ac-
tivities to indicate the language choices of the teaching staff. =

In this sample, *'132" shows that a teacher was accepting what a Hispanic child said at
9:10. The teacher switched to English after 15 seconds to direct the group.

$. Responds =~ answers student questien, lectures, efc.

6. Initiates = gives direction or suggestion {0 someone.

7. Directs = commands or gives order to which student must comply.
8. Coxrects = rectifies student answer, justifies authority.

9. Cools = chastise student verbally to change behavior.
10. Silence or confusion = quiet or chaotic time.
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.Appendlxz

SOME SUGGESTIONS FOR SAMPLE MATERIAL TO INCLUDE
ON A HOME VISIT TO FAMILIES OF PRIMARY-LANGUAGE-
DOMINANT ZHJLDREN
1. It's good to bring photos of the children and some work in the
primary language they have done to focus the visit on the children at

home and at school; it’s also a good icebreaker.

2. Be sure to reassure—especially mothers—that children are not
‘‘wasting time”” by being taught in their primary language and also
that the school is providing instruction in English everyday.

3. Reassure parents that being bilingual is an asset vocationally today in
California, but especially if the children can read and wrize in both
languages. Also, note that being bilingual aids cognitive ability by
showing diagram below. .

4. A clear diagram to illustrate the linguistic interdependence of
language' acquisition by children, which shows that learning in the
primary language helps children learn in English.

{Cummins, 1980, p. 315)
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” Appendix 2 (continued) .

3. Suggest ways parents can help the child and the bilingual program.
Stress spesking a lot to the child in the primary language by all the
family and other sources of language mentioned earlier.

6. Encourage family to participate in the bilingual program by sug-
gesting specific ways: Be flexible and try to make visits to school
possible and convenient, ‘

7. Encourage parents to suggest additional ways they could participate
in the bilingual program and their child’s education. .

8. Try to capitalize on family trips to country of origin or afrival of
relatives in the school program. - -

9. Speak the primary language throughout the home visit: 1t has
prestige in the eyes of the school.
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THE NATURAL APPROACH IN
BILINGUAL EDUCATION

Tracy D. Terrell

~ Introduction
APPROACHES TO SECOND LANGUAGE instruction today may
be classified as communicative or grammar based. In communicative-
based instruction, goals, teaching techniques, and student evaluation are
all based on behavioral objectives defined in terms of abilities to com-
municate messages. For example, can the students describe the place
where they live? Or, can they recount an incident that took place before
they arrived at school? In grammar-based instruction; goals, teaching
techniques, and student evaluation are defined in terms of accuracy in -
grammar usage; for example, can the students correctly use the two -
forms of the verb be in the past tense? Or, can the students form tag
questions?
Gmmmu-basednpprmchesmmostmﬁﬂinmminwbkh
the goal is either a knowledge of grammar or the ability to produce gram-
matically correct semtences in a limited communicative context.
Grammar-based approaches such as grammar translation, audio-
lingualism, or cognitive-code have been overwhelming failures in prepar-
ing students to function in normal communicative contexts. This has led
the profession to modify the use of these approaches in the direction of
communicative-based approaches, especially when teaching a second
language to language minority children. In these cases, English as a
second language (ESL) instructors, for example, are aware that the in-
structional goals must be immediately relevant to the functional language
needs of their students in learning to live in a different language environ-
ment.
Several communicative approaches have been reported in the profes-
~ sional literature: Lozanov's Suggestopedia (Bancroft, 1978; Lozanov,
1975, 1978), Curran’s Community Counseling-Learning (Curran, 1976;
LaForge, 1971; Stevick, 1973, 1980), Galyean’s Confluent Education
(Galyean, 1976; 1977), and Terrell’s Natural Approach (Terrell, 1977,
1980, in press; Krashen and Terrell, in press) to mention those most
widely used. All arc derived from the same philosophical position
regarding language instruction: that the ability to communicate messages
in spoken or writtenr form is the primary goal of instruction and that
classroom activities, textbooks, and other materials (as well as the
evaluation of student progress) are formulated in communicative rather
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than grammatical or structural terms. In addition, they are based
implidﬂy(msm@uapﬂdﬂy)on&emthmqofmd
language acquisition, namely, that in order to acquire language, students
need a rich acquisition environment (Blair, in press) in which they are
m-'mmwmm"mmmmmm(xm
1977; 1978; 1979; 1981; in press). ’

Unfonunatdy.thespedﬁetechniqmofhmh Suggestopedia and
Community Counseling-Learning are not easily applicable to normal
clementary and secondary classroom situations; and 1 wili not discuss
them further here. Galyean’s humanistic techniques, on the other hand,
are entirely consistent with the philosophy and practice of the Natural
Approach. [See Galyean (1976) and Moscowitz (1978) for other sources
of communicative-based classroom activities.)

The Natural Approach, however, is not simply a series of specific
classroom techniques but also a philosophy of goals in language teaching
based on a theory of second-language acquisition, which predicts how
these goals might be met. All human beings possess the ability to
second languages if they can receive ‘‘comprehensible input’ in low-

- anxiety situations. Children acquire second-language competence slowly
but in the long run are nearly indistinguishable from native speakers.’
Adults, if they receive * ble input,”® scquire langyage quite
rapidly at first but often have far diffioulty interacting within a new
culture. This, in turn, increases difficulty in obtaining *‘comprehensible
input” and limits the degree to which native speaker levels of competence
can be achieved. This does not mean, however, that adults cannot
become quite comfortable in their normal daily functioning in the second

It does mean that native levels- of grammatical accuracy,
phonological accuracy, with few exceptions, will not
be

The and specific classroom practices of the Natural Ap-
. proach are designed, then, to facilitate the natural acquisition process.
Although there is a basic unity to the approach, there will be some dif-
ferences in its application to children as opposed to adolescents or adults.
" We wili be concerned specifically in this pdper with the application of the
Natural Approach to second (as opposed to foreign) language English in-
struction in bilinguai-bicultural education programs, kindergarten
through eighth.grade.
Principles of the Natural Approach

Theevidenwfmmreseamhinsmnﬁ-hnguammnisiﬁonsuppom
the notion that ther: are two rather different ways of internalizing
language. Following the terminology of Krashen (1977; 1978) and others, ‘
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the term acquisition will refer to development of language proficiency
without conscious recourse to rules, while the term /earning will refer to
development of language proficiency through the conscious, directly ac-
cessible knowledge about language rules. Krashen has hypothesized that
those two modes of internalizing languuge are interrelated in a particular
way, i.c., acquired rules are used to initiate utterances, while consciously
learned rules are used in a more restricted way to monitor for correctness
and pethaps appropriateness. Thus, acquired rules occupy a central posi-
ﬁoninaﬂhnmnaeme.whﬂeeonsdmﬂykamedmlesphyammima—
mittent and peripheral role.

In the Natural Approach, the centrality of the acquisition process is
recognized, and the classroom techniques are specifically designed to
acilitate this natural process. This is not to say that learning activities
are not a part of the approach, but their role is always subordinate to
that' of acquisition. In the following discussion, I will focus mainly on
techniques for encouraging acquisition; it is probable that in most cases
some conscious learning also takes place.

For the sake of exposition, language skills may be considered by
stages: 1. Survival communication skills; II. Extended communication,
beginning literacy; and IIl. Language for academic purposes. Stage 1
consists of the beginning of Cummins' Basic Interpersonal Communica-
tion Skills (BICS), and Stage 111 correspbads to his Cognitive/ Academic
Language Proficiency (CALP) (see Cummins, 1978; 1981). Stage II is
simply the transition between the two. In this paper, I will concentrate on
Stages I and II, since the Natural Approach is concerned mainly with the
acquisition of BICS.

mmmmbadcmindplesofmeNatmalAppmchintmchim
Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills: (1) speech is not taugh:
directly but rather is acquired by means of *‘comprehensible input’’ in
low-anxiety envir¢hments, and (2) speech emerges in natural stages
(Terrell, in press; Krashen and Terrell, in press).

The first principle, that the ability to comprehend underlies the ability
to speak, stems from observing both children and adults in natural
language acquisition situations. It says, essentially, that we need not
worry about the neurological mechanism of acquisition, e.g., exactly
how each child or adult acquires. If the conditions specified below are
met, acquirers will be successful in obtaining competence in Basic In-
terpersonal Communication Skills.

Foﬂ@ungxmshw(lm 1978; 1979; 1981), there are three important
eondiuonsﬂmmustbemetifmuisitionistooccur
1. The acquirer must receive ‘‘comprehensible input.”’Acquirers must

hear (or in certain cases, read) language they understand. It is impor-

A3
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tant to realize that by understand we do not mean that the acquirers

recognize the meaning of every word used, can interpret every gram-

matical structure correctly, nor that they know the meanings of all
the morphemes in the sentence. What we do mean is that the acquirer
understands the essent'al meaning of the message communicated.

2. The speech must contain a message and there must be a need to com-
municate (hat message. Sentences created only for practice of some
rules and that do not contain real messages to be communicated
may serve some /eafning pwm.bmtheywillnotheuseﬁnlfor
acguisition.

3. Bmifthmmdxﬁommmet,mhidmmymtmif:heac—
quirer is under stress or emotional tension. Therefore, the “‘com-
prehensible input’ must be supplied in low-anxiety environments.
Acquirers of all ages need to feel secure qffectively in order for the
mq\ﬂsiﬁonwmmtakem.w:wﬂlminmdaﬂl,to
techniques for guaranteeing that each of these conditions will be met
in the language classroom,

The second general principle of the Natural Approach claims that
speech will emerge in natural stages during the acquisition process. I will
consider bricfly these stages and return later to each in more detail.

The first stage consists of a pre-production period labeled the *‘silent"”
period or the “‘pre-speech’” stage. In thisperiod, the acquirers are con-
cerned with gaining competence in comprehending messages in the new
language. It is the time for getting used to a new phonology (including
supersegmentals such as rhythm and intonation), associating new lexical
items with familiar concepts (mostly concrete entities, qualities, or
events).andwithmbodthandmm Grammatical signals
of morphology (word formation) and syntax (sentence formation) are
justifiably ignored by the acquirer‘in this period as irrelevant to basic

n. This *‘pre-speech’ period may last from just a few
hours to several rronths. Children acquiring second languages usually
needalonwpm-speechm(thtutosixmomhs)umnadults(mal
hours to several weeks). (For evidence suppotting a pre-production

stage, see Asher, 1969; Davies, 1976; Nord, 1980; Postovsky, 1974;

Winitz and Reeds, 1973.)
Sp&hmmﬂowbhnmmﬂyatdiﬂmmfmdiﬂm

individuals. The first natural speech 10 emerge usuaily consists of single-

word responses, of short fixed phrases, or routine expressions. These are
usually words and phrases the acquirers have heard and comprehended
in many contexts and feel confident enough to produce. It may consist of
snnsle-worditemsmchasm.mm.pby.go.mdl and paper; or
routine expressions such as tAank you, I'm fine, What you doing? and so
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fonh.mtransitiontothesinde-wordpmdmdonstaseﬁomthepre-
speshsmtoudymmmuﬁmsmnmﬂyﬁﬂmtmy
coersion on the part of the instructor. Forcing production before the
acquirer is ready will at best delay language acquisition and force reliance
on patterns and other learned material, snd at worst may create blocks to
the acquisition of the new language, blocks which later could prove to be

quite difficult to remove.

If the acquirer continues to receive sufficient “‘comprehensible input”
and the affective conditions for acquisition are met, speech will continue
toimpmveinﬂmymdm.mwiﬂslowlymndm‘
lexicon and grammar, producing longer and longer phrases as they begin
to acquire the rules of discourse and the broad range of skills we refer to
as communicative competence, It should be remembered, however, that
fmmtommm:hmmmmm
acquired competence will only slow down the process.

The important point is that the instructor’s primary responsibility is
mtofmwmmmmmmmmrymm
ﬁomfquuiﬁdmtumkephu.Spmhwinmwhenthemim
is given the opportunity and need to speak in non-coersive, -anxiety
situations

Natural Langusge Acquisition Situations

Let us consider briefly informal evidence for the above claims taken
from natural. language acquisition situations. We will examine children
and adults in first- and second-language acquisition contexts. - .

mmmmmmmhmﬁm
for language acquisition. Those who take care of children assume thas
Mwiﬂmuhehwwi&mmapﬁdtﬁncﬂnsahhm@afm
peoplehnyethemisnkmbeikfthattheytmhmdrchﬂdxmtomk.
Children are given a long pre-production period: Caretakers speak to
Mcbﬂdmnekinstoqumbmbefmtheymmmdr
first words. In addition, all of the conditions for acquisition are met:
kamdomwktochﬂdmdmwybutmmmnymemgﬁ;
for the most part, these, messages are important to the children in their
interactions with their environment and the people in their environment.
Caretakers neither drill children por create grammatical exer-
cises for them. Children's attempts to comprehend, and especially their
mmmm«m.mmﬁmmmwmm
ﬁdaedtobemmfulevenwhmtbeymlypamaﬂycommhmdor
make the barest attempt at production. Simply put, caretakers have high
expecmﬁonsforcvenmalm(aunormalchildrenaeqﬁmtheirﬁm
language at native levels of basic interpersonal communicative com-

131



122 Schooling and Lan;uage Minority Students:

petence) but are accepting of imperfect stages in the process. This accep-
tance of errors and incomplete utterance encourages children to continue
to interact with success in the language they are acquiring. This is the-
case in spite of the fact that many caretakers mistakenly believe that they
indeed do correct children’s errors and that it is this correction that leads
to language acquisition. Finally, children are immersed in ‘‘comprehensi-
ble input’’ from many sources for magy hours of the day. It is no wonder
that the acquisition process works so well in child first-language
acquisition.

In situations of child second-language acquisition, conditions maynot
be as optimal as in firtt-language acquisition, since children are usually
aware that they cannot interact in the new language as can native -
speakers of their same age. This can inhibit them, especially in initial
stages of secking and obtaining contacts with other children and adults.
However, in most cases, children acquiring second languages are allowed
a pre-production period in which they begin to comprehend but are re-
quired to say very little. In their carly attempts at speech production,
children will make many grammatical errors; however, these are normal-
ly accepted by native speaker pecrs and adults without too much fuss. In-
deed, since children are usnally allowed to respond of even initiate con-
versations with very short utterances, errors are not as apparent as they
mlshtbewmthechildtobefmwdtoproducehmeamwntsofspcech
:f the child continues to obtain ‘‘comprehensible input,”’ prosress in
flaency and accuracy in the second language is steady.

-Adults in natural second-language acquisition contexts, forexamp&e,
immigrants to another culture, experience many more difficulties in ob-
taining ‘‘comprehensible input’’ under optimal conditions. First of all,
_ although we simplify our speech in order Yo make less competent non-
native speakers understand, it is difficult to judge the necessary level of
the non-native speakers until we have interactec with them for more than
a few initial . It is not always easy for non-native speakers to in-
‘tegrate themselves ifito the new society in such a way as to make friends
who will be interested enough in communicating with the acquirers to
take the time and trouble to taik to them over extended periods of time,
making their speech comprehensible. In addition, the process of speech
simplification so necessary for making the input comprehensible is not as
easy in the case of adults as it is for children, since adults tend to be in-
terested in more complex topics of conversation and have communicative
needs that require much mofe sophisticated levels of language than do
children. Thus, adulits who have to deal with the difficulties of living ina
new culture will tend to colicentrate on being in the company of those

who speak their language..

132



4

A'l'heor&ial!’rnmewort 123

Adults are more aware of correctness in language and find it much
moredifﬁcuhemoﬁonaltytospeakwithmdumdstmcmmandahigh
level of grammatical incorrection. This seems to be a self-generated feel-
ing of inadequacy since, for the most part, native speakers of a language
do not gvertly cosrect foreigners who are acquiring the tanguage any
more than they do with children. .

In conclusion, the same factors that guarantee successful acquisition
of a first or second language for children are also necessary for adult
language acquisition. But while most adults are successfal, if imperfect
acquirers, they usuaily have mose difficulty than children.

Tescher Behaviors In the Natural Approsach

The primary factor in reaching acceptable levels of competence in
basic interpersonsl communication is *‘comprehensible input." Most
children in ESL classes have been and are contipually exposed to input in
English; often, however, much of the input is not comprehended and is
therefore useless for acquisition. If the ‘“‘comprehensible input’* the

children receive is in the ESL » they will acquire, but the pro-
cess can be painfully slow and € to their need for interacting in’
an English-spesking environment. the teacher has two primary

responsibilities: (1) provide a source of *‘comprehensible input’ such
that the acquisition process is begun, and (2) provide for ihe comprehen-
sion of sufficient lexical items (words) in ns outside the classroom
so that children can begin to make use of other sources of input. This
would include input from older siblings whose English is more advanced,
teachers, administrators, and other English-speaking aduits, English-
speaking peers, and so forth, The more quickly children can tgke advan-
tage of sources of input other than the ESL instructor, the faster will be
the progress in acquisition.

In the classroom, instructors must: (1) create a necessity for com-
munication of some message, (2) communicate a message, and (3)
modify (simplify) their speech until the students understand the message.
There are several general modifications ¢aretakers make in their speech
to children or which native speakers make in their speech to foreigners
that arc helpful in ensuring comprehension (Hatch, 1979).

Before examining these important speech modification techniques, it

\

shouldbestmssedthaxmmhdonvihthemtinhnmofmcacquim .

kmwymmm.mmm.mwmlcﬁ-
cumstances. If the instructor has asked & question or given an instruction

, that has not been understood, it will be necessary to modify speech,

upea(ingmemessaseinsemalfmunﬁlcomprehenﬁonisachkwd.
This modification (often simplification) is what ensures that the acquirer
/
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will achieve input at the correct (i + 1) level (Krashen, 1981). If instruc-
tors resort to translation through their own knowledge of the students’
languages or through native speaker teacher's aides, the input has not

. bemmndecomm'chmsibk;mha the message has been transmitted via

another medium, i. e., meﬁmhm Consequently, the most impor- -,
mxmof&ehmnmmbmeﬁmm Indeed, the process of

modification and simplification in order to ensure comprehension of
some message is always more important in terms of acquisition tasn is
the message itself. If opportunities for *‘comprehensible input’® are lost
because of frequent translation, acquisition will be severely retarded.
What is it, then, that instructors can do to ensure cofmprehen§jon
thmushspeechmodiﬁaﬁonmdsimpuﬁcadon?ﬂm it should be em-
mwmmmwmdwmbmformwm
by an acquire? cannot be consciously controlled to a high degree. Thus, *
the following discussion is meant to be a descniprion of what will happen
to the speech of an instructor whose central purpose is to convey
messages to children with limited English competence. Again, this obser-
vation only underscoles the importance of maintaining the focus of both
instructor and students on the communication of messages rather than -
linguistic form and correctness of those messages.
Hm&(l!ﬂ)mmmmmmmwbmmmyhdp
acquirers (see also Krashen, 1980). The first is to talk slower to acquirers.
This does not mesn the speech is distorted nor is it exaggeratedly slow.
For English, this means clearer articulation {fewer reduced vowels, fewer
consonants deleted, fewer contractions, fewer fused forms (do yon want
to rather than “‘jew wanna'’), longer psuses at natural breaks, etc.]. Also
help_al is increased volume on key words and exaggerated intonation ac-
companied by appropriate language and movement. Vocsbulary
can be modified to include high frequency words with fewer idioms and

less slang. The use of pronouns can ®e¢ reduced in favor of using specific

names of the intended referents instead of one, ke, Aer, us, their, &tc. An
attempt to clarify the meaning of possibly unfamiliar words within the
speech context should be made. For example, a mother might say to a
child, ““Where’s your new domino game? Yoy know, those little black
things with white dots?'’ Vocabulary acquisition is aided by the use of
visuals, the objects themselves, pictures, and/or gestures that aid in
clarification.

The syntax of speech addressed to learners is often simpler. Sentences
are usually shorter, with less compounding and subordination of clauses.
New information in each sentence is reduced. Often, key topics can be
repeated: Did you' have a good weekend, you know, Friday, Saturday?

-
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-

, Finnlly.lhembjeuofmewmum&fonwmbemeuﬂym
munhmmmmm.mkmmm

mm,mmdm“mﬂantmmbe
conveyed to listeners. (We will return to this position when we discuss the
mofmmmmmmummmmmm
proach.) Here, it is enough to note that traditional ESL drills and exer-
dmfaﬂ.mmmmwwwide'mmb&hwt"(no
mmmm.wmmhﬂuamtwmm
Ya,umhwwm.hhmmmwm"wmm-
bkhpu"wi&thefmmthemmmuhmmmbeham-
mdmm.mnuhymdm'summmm.mmm
must strive at all times to lower students® Affective Filter. There are
mﬂﬁddﬁmmwfﬁom.ﬁnhdpmbwmm-
ﬁom:(l)mcmphmwdhonmemofhmhhmw
communication, i. e., the focus is on the students and their needs and
Muwmmmmummmuw
mdmmmsedwimmtmmmﬁonoﬂmmdmmmm
shmddbemademfmmm&fmmuhusmm.
ﬁmhhmmmmmmanmbyeﬂutvmat
mmmmmd@mmmmuum.m
child’s native language is not understood by most of the other children
aad(mtheinmuctw.theimmmormumm(um
mk«oﬁﬁmhw,maﬁe.uoldedbﬂna,orﬁimd)mhdpwt
bymmhsmemnmmm.&wheﬁmmum”be
shown acceptance. After the message is understood, the instructor
shwmmkeadmmofthemmunhuonmmhthemrym-
ical items to convey that message in English.
lnchmqhwhbhthurhamﬁmhmmmundﬂsmod '
wmm««,dﬂmwuwmmmmm
mmmmmmmmmm
\ Ll inmmo:llimamhmmbewwpmlhmmmﬁngmtﬂsi-
tion in the pre-production staje.
lnaddiﬁonmmmafmemofthepﬁmerth.thﬂn-
stmctormustnccepcanimp'ufectmempmmnpmdoninangﬁsh.
Speech is not improved by overt error correction. Improvement comes in

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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time if children continue to receive correct input at an appropriate leve).

However, it is probable that “‘expansion’ is helpful. Expansion means

aecepﬂnxwhn:chﬂdmhnvesnidandnwomouﬁdgitincormfomm

the instructor’s response. For example:

Instructor: John, what do you have in your picture?

John: Have dog.

Instructor: Right. Look at John's picture, class. Does he have a
dog? Yes, he does. Do 7 have g dog in my picture? No, 1
have a cat.

Teaching Techniques for Natural
. ' Acquisition Stages
Pre-production

I have suggested that all acquirers in natural situations begin the ac-
quisition process by learning first how to comprehend the gist of -
messages from input. Allowing acquirers this “‘silent’” period simplifies
thcwqumdmpmhﬂmhanmﬂmamneetommtme
completely on decoding without worrying about production skills, In
other approaches (grammar translation, audiolingugl, etc.), students are
forced from the beginning to produce language. They must comprehend
what is sald (no small task), coordinate pronunciation or spelling, attend
to correct grammar, and choose the appropriate words, all in addition to
formulating the content of what they are communicating. The complexi-
ty of this process forces the instructor to simplify radically the inter-
change both in content and structure, a simplification that is much more
extreme than that required for “‘comprehensible input.’’ Indeed, the con-
tmtofthemmmicaﬁonhmmaﬂymsimphinthﬁeammdm.im
practically vacuous.

By concentrating on the receptive skills and postponing the production
skills, these difficuities can be avoided in initial stages. Acquirers can
comprehend complex messages more rapidly than they can produce
them. In fact, they need only learn to recognize the meaning of key
words apd attend to extralinguistic contextual clues to be succegsful at
comprehension and thus begin the acquisition process. It appears that a
ore-production period is so-programmed into the acquisition process that
mpmadwsinwhichitisnmaﬂowedmuaﬂyslowdowntheacqmtion
process.

There are several classroom techniques that can be used in/the pre-
production stage. They involve relating language to cither- movemem.
visuals, or both. Let us consider movement first. ‘

museofmovememinhnmteachhshasbeenpmposedmost
strongly by Asher (1969; 1977; see also Swan, 1980 for classroom sugges-
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tions) in a method called Total Physical Response (TPR). In this ap-

proach, the instructor gives a command that the students execute in class

as a group. Later, after confidence has been built up, commands are
given to individuals. :

A sample lesson may include the following general techniques. First,
theinsﬂuctorsivesacommandmhassmndupandmuauyexecutgs
the command. Thenthecommdisgimagnin.andboththeinsuuctor
andthestudentscarryoutmemmandtogether.ﬂ:etlﬁrdﬁmethe
command is given the instructor indicates that the students should carry
out the command by themselves. If they do not understand what to do
this third try, thentheinstmctorasainimuesthemmmmdandexecutes
it with them. After the command has been successfully carried out, a
mrdmmmndisaﬁed.suchaslumamnd.%esequmis
repeated until the children are successful at carrying out the command
without the instructor, A third command is added to the first and second
and the spquence is repeated until the participants are successful. Then
the three are given inmndomorderuntilthueisnodifﬁcultyineanying
out the instructions. Attention span for TPR activities varies according
to age. Younger children are easily distracted and often attend only to
what their classmates do. Older children must be given a wide variety of
activities to maintain interest.

TPR requires no verbal response from children; but some do repeat
the commands out loud, others do not. What is important is that the
children can be successful with this activity without English speech pro-
duction. All classroom management language can be taught viz TPR.
The following examples are based on Swan (1980):

1. Movement: stand, sit, walk, turn, stop, sing. .

2 Body Parts: touch your shoulders, nose, eyes, ears, head. Sample se- -
quence: touch your mouth, sit, touch your shoulders, smile, turn,
touch your head, etc. '

3. Classroom: touch (point to) the wall, floor, a desk, a table, a
window. Sample: touch the wall, walk, sit, touch your eyes, point to

. the table, touch a chair, sing, etc.

Although TPR is a logical starting technique for the pre-production
stage, it is also valuable even after the children are talking for two
reasons: (1) body movement helps to form stronger associations between
language and its referents than dealing exclusively in the abstract, and (2)
increased opportunities for meaningful listening comprehension allows
for the utilization of input for acquisition and should therefore always
precede speech production.
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There are other activities for the pre-production period that can be
done with visuals or objects involving esvociation of language with par-
ticular children in the classroom, thereby facilitating retention of new
meanings. The simplest of these techniques is to name objects from the
classroom, passing them out to the children one by one. The key question
is Who has the____? w is an example of possible *“‘com-
prehensible input’* for Recall that the children will not com-
prehend every word, only the messages. (Wordsmemialfomompfehem
sion are emphasized.)

This is a pencil. It's a yellow pencil. Who wants the yellow
pencil? picking student who has raised his/ ker hand) Do you
want the pencil, Melissa? Good, here you are. Thank you.
Now, class, who has the pencil? Does Melissa have the pencil?
[Mast of the class will say Melissa.] Yes, that’s right. Melissa
has the pencil.

Note that to comprehend the activity the children need only to com-
prehend the words pencil, yellow, who, and you if they attend to the con-
text provided by the instructor's actions and gestures. The same sequence
is then repeated with different objects until everyone in the group has an
item. Typical input would sound like this:

Where's the small box? [Students point.] Now where's the
large box? [Students point.]) That's right, Jaime has it. Who
Aas the plastic pencil sharpener? {Juan.] And who has the
chalk? [Brwlmumm«pmofpaper? [Students
either nod heads or answer yes/no.)
This technique with classroom objects can be combined with TPR, as
illustrated in the following sequence.

Who has the rubber band? [Linda.] O.K., Linda give your
rubber band to i.ouis. Does Louis have a ruler? [Students nod
no.] Does he have a board eraser? [Students nod yes.] O.K.,
Louis, give your blackboard eraser ro Linda.

A combination of TPR and the naming technique should be used until
the children can recognize all important words used daily iz the
classroom situation. It is particularly important for the instructor to
realize that children can quite quickly acquire enough vocabulary at a
recognition level to follow all instructions and even begin to comprehend
some peer talk in the classroom without having produced a single word in
English,

The first language functions using TPR and the children’s names will
have as early goals the identification of classroom objects and people,
and the performance of actions in the classroom. Other important goals
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to be included in early TPR/naming activities are descriptions including
comparatives: big, smallest, longer, colors; locations: on the table, in the
corner, under the window; numbers: who has rAree pencils?, and <~
forth.

After the relnvant vocabulary and structures needed to deal with
classrocom actions, entities, and their descriptions are comprehended, -
some provision must be made to give input involving other activities and
entities not in the classroom, while still remaining in the pre-speaking
stage. This is most easily accomplished by visuals, especially pictures cut
from magazines and/or sl:::;nymsmps. In fact, a large picture file

~ encompassing all possible i fields (colors, animals, foods, dwell-

ings, landscapes, weather, etc.) is an absolute must for a language
teacher at all levels of instruction. Such large files are simply not com-
mercially feasible, and instructors will have to make their own individual
collections. This is not really as difficult a task if the teacher requests that
students each bring to class a picture to talk about: in a short time the in-
structor will have amassed a large picture file.

Pictures may be used in much the same way as objects. First, the in-
structor describes the contents of the picture; the complexity of the
description will depend on the level of children's comprehension:

Here's a new picture. What do we see in this picture? [without
waiting for a response [f the students are still pre-production)
A man and @ woman. There’s @ man in this picture and a
woman with him. Here's the man and here’s the woman.
[pointing] Who wants the picture of the man and the woman?
|[Johnny raises his hand.) O.K., here’s the picture of the man
and the woman. This picture is for Johnny. Now who kas the
Picture of the man and the woman? [JoAnny.] Right. Johnny
has the picture with the man and the woman.
In this particular activity, the instructor might have as a goal to use
words relating to identification of human beings: man, woman, boy,
girl, baby, and so forth. The same activity can incorporate family rela-
tionships: father, mother, son, daughter, and so forth.

As comprehension increases, the instructor expands the activity to in-
clude more complex input. For example, the goal might be to teach com-
prehension of speech describing common recreation ac “ivities, especially
those in which the students would engage outside the classroom while at
school:

1 have a new picture. What do we see? A boy and a girl. The
girl is playing baseball. The boy is watching ker play baseball,
[Remember, complex words and syntax will not gffect the
comprehension if the rhythm, intonation, and emphasis coor-
dinate well with the extralinguistic context.] Who wants this
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picture of the little girl playing baseball? Who has the picture
of the little boy watching the little girl piay baseball? Where is
the picture with the baseball?

This technique is limited only by the teacher's imaginauou;zd the
students’ attention span. In a single session, young children y pay
attention to ten pictures or so. Older children may learn to identify up to
20 before they tire of the activity. Often, adolescents or adults can do 30
or more in a single session. The content is also unlimited. One can give’
*comprehensible input’’ in such semantic fields as community profes-
sions, clothing, food, geography, and with many other items not easily
transporiable to the classroom.

The pre-production stage can last as long as is needed. Children should
not be forced to speak before the acquisition process has had a chance to
begin developing. Earlier, I suggested that with rank beginners, this may
take from three to six months. In the case of students who have some
competence in English, some responses will be made from the beginning.
This is not harmful; it should, however, not be taken as a'sign that they
do not need to receive the input described in this section but rather that
the interchanges may take the form described in the next section.

In summary, I have suggested three primary techniques for the pre-
production stage: (1) TPR, (2) TPR combined with naming objects, and
(3) pictures. Responses to check oni comprehension are: (1) movement,
(2) pointing, (3) nodding one’s head, and (4) saying the name of a stu-
dent. In the next section, we will consider how using these same techni-
ques can facilitate the transition into speaking.

Transition into Production

The primary question, of course, is how can the instructor know when
children are ready to make the transition into speech production?
Theoretically, this question is somewhat‘difficult to answer; in practice,
there are certain techniques that greatly facilitate the instructor’s task.

Essentially, the answer is to use the pre-production activities as usual
but to integrate slowly two sorts of questions: yes-no and here-there.

Everyone look at this picture. What do we see? [Without
waiting for response.] There is a man looking in the window!
Iy there also a woman in this picture? Do you also see a
woman? [Some students will answer yes.] Yes, that’s righy.
There is a man looking in the window, and @ woman. What is
the woman doing? [No pause.] Is she looking at the man?
[No.] No, she's reading a newspaper.

The idea is not to begin suddenly to ask a.series of yes-no questions but
to continue with the pre-production interactions as usdal and from time
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to time insert a yes-no question.

The same-observations apply to the Aere-there responses. These ques-
tionsmaybemedinthethreeintemcﬁontypes.ﬁm.theymybeused
referring to descriptions of the students themselves.

Wtisrhemmq{:hepaminmrcmwmlongbbnd
hair? [Melinda.] Where is she? [There.] And where is the boy
in the class with short blond hair? [There.] And what is his
name? What is the name of the person wearing a blue and
white striped shirt today? [Jaime.) Is Jaime sitting beside
Melinda? [No.] No, he's sitting beside Al, Does Al have on a
pair of tennis shoes roday? [Yes.] Where is someone with a
pair of white socks? [There.] Yes, there and there and there.
lpointing to several] |
When students answer with kere or there, they should point to the object
or person being singled out.
Secondly, here-there questions may be applied to objects in the
classroom or brought to class and passed out to the students.

Who has the eraser? [Jimmy.] And where is the napkin? {No.]
Does Lisa have the apple? [No.] Does she have the orange?
[No.] The grapes? [Yes.] Where is the banana? [Here.) Yes, I
have the banana.

Finally, kere-vhere questions may also be used with pictures.

Who has ihe picture of the man washing rke dog? [Gilberto.)
And where is the picture of the father reading the book to kis
daughter? [Here.] Does Luis have the picture of the little girl
and ker dog? [Yes.] And where is the picture of the little boy
with his dog? [Here.]

With yes-no and Aere-there questions, the focus is still primarily on ex-
tendingmeirrecognitionvocabuhry,andforlhemoamnthechﬂdm
are still in the pre-production stage. It is also important that the students
realize they can say words in English without pressure and without fear
of being corrected. If the children are i to say yes-no or here-there,
itisprobablet&uhechildrmdonmye‘:fedcomfoﬁab&ermndingin
Ensﬁsh.ThismaybebmusemeybaveanaequiredenouhEnsﬁsh.
i. ¢., the instructor should continue with pre-production activities and
return later to these sorts of questions. Or, the children may hgve indeed
<aeqtdredenmxghtompond.bmdonotyetfedeomfmbkddngm.
The remedy, of course, is 0 try to show the children that all attempts at
production, regardless of mu?;aﬂon or difficulties with possible er-
rors, will be responded to posi exactly as parents respond positively
to children’s first’attempts at production no matter how deformed they
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may be. ‘ :

The next step is to give students the opportunity to say some of the
words they can recognize. The easiest way to accomplish this is to ask
either-or questions embedded in the comprehension interchange exactly
in the same way that yes-20 and Aere-there questions were introduced.

Who Aas on a red jacket today? [Don.) And where is there a

yellow shirt? [There.] Is this shirt red? [No.] Is it blue?{No.] Is

it green? [Yes.] Everyone look at Melinda's socks. Are they

biack or blue? [B/ue.] Look at my socks. Are they white or

red? [Red.]
The same sorts of questions apply to pictures:

Look af this picture. Is there an animal in this picture? [Yes.)

Is it a dog or a cat? [Cat.] Is the cat on the roof? [No.} Is it on

the porch? [Yes.] Is there a little boy or a little girl in this pic-

ture? [Girl.] Is she wearing a sweater? [No.] A coat? [Yes.] Is

:I:m wearing a coat because it's hot? [No.] No, because it’s
If the first time the instructor introduces either-or questions the students
are reticent about answering, this is simply a signal to the'instructor that
production pressures have come too soon'and that they have not yet had
sufficient opportunity to acquire the lexical items they are being called
upon to produce, In general, either-or questions are relatively simple
since they require only the ability to comprehend the questions and a
repetition of one of the lexical items the instructor has just mentioned.

The next step is the production of single words that have not been

mentioned in the question. There are two techniques. One is simply to -
ask the question, What is this (that)? (Remember that in early production
stages, the students will not usually use articles, i. e., g, an, and the.) The
expected answer to an identification question is a single word; the in-
structor provides the positive expansion.

Who has the Dlastic pencil sharpener? [Phil.] Is the ball in

front of Cheryl? [Yes.] Where is the ruler? [There.] John,

show us what you kave. Is thata truck or g car? {Car.] Jaime,

show us what you have. -What does Jaime, have, class?

[Fireman.] That’s right, Jaime has a fireman.

The other possibility is to begin a statement or a question and indicate

by intonation that someone should try to finish i, -

, L
Andy, hold up your picture. Evéryone look at Andy’s picture.
Do you see d car? [Yes.) Is it blue? [No.] No, it is not blue,
it’s...lred). Is there a man driving the ¢ar? {No.] There's
a...[woman]. i

]
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Usually the instructor will not even have to decide when the children are
ready for the transition into these sorts of questions since they will do it
automatically themselves when asked questions with negative answers.

Luis, show ts your picture. I's there an elephant in Luis’ pic-
mw?[StMmtxwiﬂwymmdmethemanimdwrhe
mmne]

TMimpornn;thinstomembaabomtheuansiﬂonp&hdisumtit
should be considered an extension of the pre-production period in the
sense that the primary emphasis is still on the development cf listening
comprehension abilities through recognition of new lexical items. The
following is a suggested list of comprehension goals that should be met
before production beyond the limited one-word responses described in
this section are encouraged.

1. Following commands for classroom management

2. Names of articles in the classroom

3. Colors/description words for articles in the classroom

4.~ Words for people; family relationships

5. Descriptions of students

6. Clothing

7. School arcas

8. Activities associated with school

9. Names of objects in the school outside the classroom
10. Foods (especially those eaten at school) '

The goal is that students be brought as quickly as possible to a level of
comprehension such that they can begin to get ‘“‘comprehensible input™
outside the language class, in other classes, on the playground, and out-
side of school hours. The faster the students begin to understand, the
faster the acquisition process will develop. .

Early Production Techuigues

The basis of the transition to early production is to use more and more
questions that can be responded to with a single word. Thus, a conversa-
tion about foods meant to encourage early conversation might sound like
this:

Everyone look ar Linda’s picture. Do you know what she
has? [Cake, piece cake, chocolate cake] Right. It’s a piece of
cake, a piece of chocolate cake. Does everyone like cake?
What do we eat wirth, cake? [AMilk.] Milk? A giass of milk?
Yes, 1 like to drink a glass of milk with my cake. [Nofe that
the answer was not quite correct since the question referred to
eating, not drinking; the answer was accepted in any case.}
What do we eat with cake? Does anyone like to eat ice cream

)
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with their cake? [Several, if not all, hands will go up.] Jaime,
do you like ice cream? Who has o favorite flavor of ice
~ cream? [Usually someone will volunteer a flavor.]
The busic interaction is still oriented to listening comprehension, but
many more opportunities for the creative production of lexical items are
provided.
The transition to two- or three-word phrases is made simply by asking
questions that can be responded to with two- or three-word phrases.
“

Mark, hold up your picture. Everyone look af Mark’s picture,
What is in the picture? {Woman.) Yes, there's a’ woman.
What is she wearing? [Red dress.] Yes, that's right, she has on
a red dress. Is she wearing a hat? [No.] Tell me something
about the woman. For example, look at her hair. She
has...[brown hair}. What is she doing? [Reading book.] Yes,
ske's reading @ book.

Often, the first two-word phrases produced naturally are adjective-noun
combinations (without the articles) and verb-complement combinations
(without the articles or subject), whereas subject-verb combinations are
normally produced later. Other early two-word combinations include no
plus verb, protiouns plus a. negative (no-mey me no, eic.), a subject
followed by a complement without a predicate, especially if the predicate
would be the copula (thar book, chalk or table, doll pretty, etc.). It
shouldbeemphnsimdthmduﬁngthemlypmducﬁonstamitis
counterproductive to stress the production of: (1) aricles, (2)
demonstratives in correct form (this, that, these, those), (3) the copula,
(4) the third person singular -5, (5) most pronouns, (6) m~st auxiliaries,
and (7) tag answers (Yes, ke is; No, I'm not, etc.). Such grammatical
items are entirely unnecessary for developing a broad basis for listening
comprehension and can be added to students’ productio@bmﬁes much
casier later. Indeed, an emphasis on their production will necessarily
retard comprehension development.

On the other hand, ithhdpﬁﬂforchﬂdmtommoﬁmmnpat-
ternsorrouﬁmwithmmssarﬂyundmﬂndlngthemeaningsofthe
individual words or their constituent structure: How are you?, Excuse
me, May I be excused?, and so forth,

One production technigue that can include simple routines and pat-
terns is the circle questio.. The pattern is given to the first student who
asks a second, thesecqndaskingmcthird, and so forth. Some examples

Hello. My name is ____. What is your name?
Hello. How are you? I'm fine, thank you.
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What do you have? 1 havea ____
What are you doing? I'n ____

Such activities should not be pushed too soon. If the students have not
had enough ‘‘comprehensible input,’’ their acquisition system may not
yet be built up enough to feel comfortable with this sort of sgtivity. Also,
since every student is required to perform, it is best to wait ntil even the
slowest acquirer in the class is ready for the activity. Again, although the
entire pattern is given, not too much importance should be placed on ab-
solute correctness in using the articles and other function words.

Older children can usually work well with short, open-ended dialogs:

1

Hello, my name is
2. Howareyou? Mynameis____ .

i

How are you today?
—, thanks, and you?

wN-

It

Hi. Where are you going?
I'mgoing to _

What are you going to do?
I'm going to

Also useful with older chxldnm are guided interviews. The guidelines
are distributed in written form and the students work in pairs.

What is your name? My name is ____

do you live? I livein ____

What do you study? I study ___.

If so desired, guidelines can be included for reporting the information
back to. the class:

His/her name is __

He/she lives in ____ .

He/she studies ___.

The open-ended sentence can elicit a variety of simple responses and
provide input for expanded interactions. The instructor selects a sentence
with a single word missins Students are to fill in the blank with a word
of their choice. (See Christensen, 1977.)
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After school I'm going to ____

My parents don"t want me to ____

In my refrigerator there is ____.

I like best to play ___. R

Encoursging Speech Production

The underlying assumption of the Natural Approach is that it is not
necessary to teach students to speak. Speech will emerge, as we have said, _
when given the need to speak, an opportunity to express oneself in a low-
anxiety situation, and *‘comprehensible input’’ to develop the acquired
system. The important point with activities to encourage speech is that
there be a focus other than language form.

Thaemmuulmhniqmthatwiﬂmultlnafmonmses
rather than language. One is to teach course content itself, that is, t0 use
mmdw:omm&mmm“mmm
geography, hiﬂmy.etc..wnmudmiceonmmhasphysiml
educadonordﬂmsedmﬂon Such is the approach used in Canadian

“‘immersion’’ programs. It should be kept in mind, however, that the
tmmuofmmzhthemmahuumwinbeeﬂecﬁvemlyinme
case that the students are able to receive ‘‘comprehensible input,” i. e.,
the level of input is appropriate to the level of the students’ competence
in the target language. With homogeneous groups, e. g., a group of non-
Auglish speakers, it is a relatively simple task for the instructor to give in-
put that will be comprehensible for all in the group. If the class is made
up of individuals with radically different comprehension levels from,

* say, native speakers to non-English speakers, maintaining an appropriate
level of input for all students is practically impossible. In such cases,
grouping is essential,

Besides teaching subject matter, there are three general techniques for
diverting attention from language form to its use: games, affective-
humanistic activities, and problem-solving tasks.

Games are important, not only because they are fun and provide a
period of relaxation for both instructor and children, but, more iinpor-
tantly, because they provide an intense point of concentration, the objec-
tive of which is not language. In games, more than in any other activity,
the language is obviously a tool or a means of achieving another goal: the
game playing itself. Teachers of primssy children are, of course, fully
aware of how many activities must be made at least “‘game-like’’ to
maintain interest. It is generally conceded that children acquire language
best by having fun. On the other hand, t0oo often game-like activities are

- used with the idea that their only value is to provide a moment of relaxa-
tion. Games are valusble in language acquisition if they provide a rich
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source of *‘comprehensible input’ and/or provide opportunities for
Mmmmmﬂmhmwmﬁm.lwiﬂ
mdmﬂmmcmofnmdmthemmusedfornaﬁw
smkmmwahofmmnd-hnwasemuimlfmm

level of input is maintained ‘(see Gasser and Waldman, 1978; Hill and

Fielden, 1974). .
mmdmmtomuidﬂmmﬁviﬂesismfmthe
chﬂdren'saﬂmdonmthunsdm.ﬂeideaistoinvdve&annffmﬁwly

“‘dtempt to blend what the student feels, thinks, knows with what he is
mmmmhwmmwmmmW
mptdwayotﬂfe.sdfmﬁnﬁonnndsdfmmmemmeu-
crcises pursue’’ (p. m.mmnmmmmuhmmmy
m:&m»hmmmndn,mfmmmmm
mm;mmmmwmmumm"mummm. to
mthmsdvu,mdmbepmdo!mmdm"(p.z). .
Nmautypuofhnmmkuﬁviﬁeswﬂlnmmaﬂm&numdin.

Suppose you weren’t you. Tell the children that they are 10
m:htmeymamberqﬂhmmrymmﬁm.
They are to write down what they are and why they chose that
Particular thing to be. For example, |f you were q season of
. the year, which one mldmlihtobe?lf‘au were @
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musical instrument, which one would you like to be? Why?
(pp. 68-70) -
The gift 1"ve always wanted. Imagine that it is your bi#thday.
You will receive a special gift. You can decide what the gift
will be. Write what you want 10 have more than anything else
on a slip of paper. You do not have tg sign your name, but I
" will collect the papers as you enter the classroom lomorrow.
‘ (pp. 148-149) :

As the instructor reads the gift suggestions to the class, they are to note
down three other gifts from the list they would also like to have. Use
group discussions as a follow-up.

Galyean (1976) suggests activities that allow for the sharing of feelings,

] intesests, personal imagery, values, attitudes as well as ideas, opinions,
and impersonal descriptions. Her “*Confluent Education’ techniques are
to represent the flowing tagether of cognitive, aff=ct: ve, and interactive
goals and objectives into one learning experience. The following are
some suggested activities adapted from Galyean (1976): )

Desires. It’s your birthday. Your parents ask you what you
want. Use the pattern. | want _____. ‘¢
Preferences. I will give you several choices and I want you to
decide which you prefer. I will call out two items and you will
move 1o the left or right of the room according to which you
Kke best. Which do you like best?

Right Left

tacos pizze

hamburgers hot | \
movies television

Abilities. I will tell you I kriow how to do certain things. Some
will be true and some faise. You are to guess which I really
know how to do. (Then each child gets 1o suggest sumething
he or she knows how to do. The class guesses whether it is
true.)

, Feelings. 7 will give you a *‘feeling’’ word. When I do this, I
want you to think of where you are when you have this feel-
ing. Use the following pattern: I am (fecling) when I am-
(place). .

e~ My room. [ imagine that you are in your own room. You are
taking the class on a guided tour of your room at home. You.
are telling us what you have there. Here is your model. This is
my room. | have . ~

A third approach to focusing students” attention on content rather
than language form involves traditional problem solving. The techniques
can range from genuine probiem solving to simply consulting tables,
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graphs, maps, and charts for information. Genuine problem solving in-
volves setting up situations that require students to predict.an outcome.
Especially popular are short mystery stories of the *‘Who-done-it" type.
The use of tables, graphs, charts, and other displays of information is
becoming quite popular with textbook writers, and this technique is used
in most newer ESL texts (see, for example, Yorkey et al., 1977; Olsen,
1977). The idea is that the students are given a display of information
they use to answer questions. With younger childrep, the charts should
be simple, involving primarily pictures and symbols at first. For exam-
ple, one chart could consist of children wearing different-colored
clothing placed on the left side of the page and various colored toys on
the right. The idea is to draw a line from a child to a toy whose color mat-
ches the children’s clothing. The verbal interaction will be similar to the
following: C
What's the name of the little boy playing with the ball? What
color is the ball? What color is the bay’s shirt? Do they
match? Is there anyone in our group with a red shirt? [Paul.)
Paul, do you have a red ball? [No.] What color is your bail?

In all cases, chart work and puzzle solving serves only as an initial focus
after which the conversation naturaily shifts to the children themselves.
Older children can work with moure complicated charts of information.
A copy of TV Guide could serve as 1 basis for the following sort of con-
versation: .
What time is the news on channel 71 Find your favorite pro-
gram. What is it? What time is your favorite program on?
What programs are on at 6 p.m.? Which would you choose?
Why? :
Timetables are also useful. For example, using a bus timetable, ap-
propriate questions might be: . .
When does the first bus leave for Los Angeles? What bus
must I take {f I want to be in San Diego for a meeting at 11
am.?
A major temperature chart with average temperatures of major world
cities could be used with questions like:
Which city is the best for visiting the beach in January?

Which city is the coldest in March? Which cily would you like
to:live in? Why?

Also useful are advertisements from newspapers or magazines. One
can use advertisements for automobiles, clothing, food, employment,
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housing, and so forth. The discussion can be oriented factually. For ex-
ample, looking at a number of automobile ads, the instructor might ask
questions like:
What is the most expensive car for sale? Which is the least ex'\
pensive? Are there more foreign or American cars for sale
unaxr $6,0007 Which aof these cars-would you choose to buy?
The last question is probably the most important feature since it takes off
from the material and focuses on personal reactions or opinions. Again,
it should be stressed that all displays of information should be used as a
basis for subsequent personalization.

Information displays can also be constructed using the students as
sources of information. For example, the goal of the following activity is
to construct with the children a chart of daily activities. Each child thinks
of one thing he/she does exch day. Each activity should be different. The
names and the activities are writien one by one in chart form on the
chalkboard. (Instructor may have the children also copy if appropriate.)
After the chart is fiished, the inswructor asks questions like:

What does Melissa do? Who washes ker dog? Who brushes
__his teeth? What does Linda do? .
The chart could be made more complex by adding a third dimension such
as days of the week:

What does Mark do on Mondays? Does Jane ciean her room
on Thursdays or on Fridays? Who works hardest on Satur-
day?

In summary, then, in the Natural Approach we use any sort of activity
in which children can focus on something other than language forms.
Three main categories of activities that will focus attention on message
rather than form have been suggested: games, affective-humanistic ac-
tivities, and problem-solving tasks.

Reading and Writing in the Natural Approach

I will not discuss the teaching of reading and writing per se since these
are essentially a part of the development of CALP; instead, I will com-
mmthehmﬁmofmdinsmdwﬁﬂnginmeﬁmmofac-
quisition, i. e., the pre-production stages. ‘

lnmemeoffuumnmmlmams.assmdmtsmmcdvinsthﬁr
first interaction with English, they will also be learning to read in their
mﬁnhmm.mmmxmmeh&ﬂmmdeaﬂypmdncﬁonskﬂls
in English are then, in a sense, a part of a *‘reading readiness'’ phase for
eventual English reading. During the listening activities, the instructor
may, whenever appropriate, write key lexical items on the chalkboard.
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However, at no point should the success of the communication depend
on the ability to read what has been written on the board. In addition, ex-
tensive writing of the target language should probably be delayed until
the students are fairly comfortable with the spelling patterns of their
native langyuages. Normally, if the students have learned to read in their
native language, simplywritinswordsinEnslishenthebomdastheyare
innnducedinlisteningcomprehamionmﬁonsisenoushtobeginthe
reading process. Later, of course, it would be appropriate for the instruc-
tor to work intensively with reading and spelling skills.

In situations in which the children are not receiving reading instruction
in their native language (e. g., because of a number of different native
languages in the group), then the pre-production and early production
stsgessemthesamefuncﬁonsasdwmdimmdimstase for native
speakers. However, this listening stage will have to last longer than is
necessary with native speakers. During this stage the instructor can,
when he/she feels the students are cognitively ready, begin to write key
lexical items on the chalkbcard. This amounts to simply allowing
students to associate written words with the words they are hearing,
without trying to work on phonetic skills. At first, this amounts to the
“look-see’* approach to the teaching of reading. However, this is only
true initially; later when the students’ comprehension is developed
enough, the teacher may begin with normal phonic and syllabic ap-
proaches (Hatch, 1978).

The Use of Continua in the Natural Approach

Ideally, the Natural Approach would be used with a pre-planned con-
tinuum with the following characteristics: (1) goals are formulated in
terms of communicative skilis; (2) structure and form are subordinated
to the particular communicative and academic goals; (3) the continuum
begins with listening comprehension activities; anc {4) transitional ac-
tivities are provided between listening, speaking, reading, and writing. In
fact, it should be clear that the Natural Approach cannot be easily used
without clearly defined goals for the language course.

Many continua in use today can be adapted for use with the Natural
Approach. There are usually two major problems that must be ad-
dressed, however: (1) listening and speaking activities are often not
separated either in presentation or evaluaiion; and (2) communicative
and grammatical goals are mixed together with no indicated relationship.
Thus, the instructor will have to revise the continuum and its evaluation
guides so that each goal has a listening phase that begins long before
speech production is required. Evaluation also must record three stages:
(1) aural comprehension, (2) oral production of utterances that convey
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messages, and (3) oral production target constructions with grammatical
8CCUracy. .

Let us look at an example. The following is a *‘goal’’ structure from a
continuum used in many California ESL programs:

‘“Where is the (pet)?”’

‘*Here/there it is."”

First, we must determine the communicative goal. In this case, children
are to learn to locate animals. This involves two lexical sets: common
animals and locative expressions.

The first step is to devise an activity in which the children learn to
recognize the names of animais. One way is to use pictures or miniatur-
ized stuffed or plastic animals and pass them out to the children. Then
the instructor asks questions such as, ‘‘Who has the dog?’’ and ‘“Who
has the cat?’’ After they recognize the animal words, the instructor can
then hide each animal someplace in the room and ask the children to find
the animals. When they find one, they must say, “‘kere (or there) it is."”’
In a separate activity, the instructor can use either/or questions to supply
opportunities to distinguish Aere/there: Where is the black kitty? Here
or there? [pointing). Children answer with a single word.

Let us examine a more complex example.

“Do you want any/some (breakfast)?*’

**No, I don't want any (breakfast)."’

The goal is obviously grammatical: The use of gny/some in questions
with the use of any in negative responses. Such a goal mus? be recast into
communicative terms before it serves any real purpose. In this case, we
could adopt a goal of accepting or refusing offers of food. The instructor
can ask the children to pretend to be eating lunch. The instructor offers a
picture of food or a plastic replica, asking each child, ‘Do you want
7" “Do you want a 7" “Do you want any ?”
according to the appropriate usage. Each child should respond either,
**No, thank you'' or ‘‘Yes, please.'’ (Note that the response suggested on
the continuum is absurd since, **No, 1 don’t want any Sisnaota
normal response to the guestion, ‘Do you want some ™

The above activity serves for using sorme/any/a in a form that pro-
vides students with *‘comprehensible input.”” A similar, but far more
complex activity can be devised to elicit production of some/any/a. The
instructor could, for example, pass out pictures of various foods to each
child. The question is, ‘Do you have any/some/a 7 If the
answer is negative, the student responds, ‘*No, but I have some/a

It is important to realize that the comprehension of the meaning of
sentences with any/some/a is relatively simple, although their produc-
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tion in correct contexts can be very difficult. This is an excellent example
of why evaluation of children’s progress must separate comprehension
from production skills. )

Evaluation in the Natural Approach

Evaluation of second-language students must be based on the
previously established goals. It is convenient to focus on two general
areas: (1) interpersonak communication skills, which consist of mostly
listening and speaking and Cummins’ BICS; and {2) academic skills,
which consist of all four skills of listening, speaking. reading, and
writing and Cummins' CALP. The specific goals may be defined in terms
of the students’ ages and their immediate needs. In any case, it is impor-
tant that the skills be evaluated, at least in part, separately. It is especially
important that for beginning students the listening comprehension skill
be considered the most important for evaluation of students’ progress,
not the ability to produce.

The following are some sample goals for listening comprehension
skills for beginners acquiring BICS:

1. Can follow classroom directions:
2. Can point to classroom items;
4. Can distinguish items according to color, shapes, sizes, and other
characteristics;
4. Can point 10 people (including family relationships):
5. Can distinguish people according to physical and psychological
descriptions (sick, happy, sad); and
6. Can act out comon school activities.
Oral production goals for beginners might include the following: -
. Can give classroom commands to peers;
. Can exchange common greetings;
. Can name classroom objects;
. Can describe classroom objects in terms of color, size, etc.;
. Can describe people, including physical and psychological descrip-
tions; and
6. Given an action picture of a common recreational activity, can
describe what is happening.

Oral production goals are always formulated in terms of the ability to
communicate messages. However, each production goal usually implies
the use of a particular language structure to convey that message. For ex-
ample, Goal 6 above implies the use of the present progressive, i. e., the
auxiliary be usually in contracted form followed by a present participle
(-ing). In the evaluation of speech production, the instructor should note

(Y I SRV RN N N
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two things: (1) ability to transmit a message, and (2) structural accuracy
in transmitting that message. This, int'hiscase.theevahmidneomim
of three sub-parts:

1. Ability to describe common reuuﬁonal in-progress activities,

2. Ability to use the auxiliary to be correctly, and ,

3. Ability to use the present participle (-ing) forms correctly.

Thus, at one stage, students may well be able to transmit the message,
but may not yet use either the auxiliary or the participle. Later, they may
have acquired the participle but still only use the auxiliary sporadically.
Finally, both will be acquired.

Although progress in grammatical accuracy should be noted, the
ovemllevnlusdonmdammtofsmdemsacquirinsmcsmonld.be
based almost exclusively on the ability to transmit messages. The acquisi-
tion of grammar in early stages is so variable from student to student that
although progress can be measured, it should not be given central impor-
tance. Only in extreme cases (low grammatical accuracy after several
years of ‘‘comprehensible input’’) should remedial work be considered.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the Natural Approach is intended as a means of
developing high levels of communicative skills among second-language
acquirers. The approach contains at least the following features:

i. Behavioral objectives defined in terms of communicative contexts

(situational-functional).

2. Activities to meet objectives are presented in two-stage format: com-
- prehension/ production.
3. Children are given a pre-production period that is as long as

NECessary.

4, Language activities focus on content, not form.
S. Children have opportunities to express themselves in low-anxiety
situations.
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Reading Instruction For Language

Minority Students ¢
n Eleanor W. Thonis

GWBN THE ENORMOUS COMPLICATIONS implicit in attempt-
ing to design reading instruction for language minority students, it seems
prudent to suggest that there is not a single solution applcable to all
studentswhomnotnaﬁveﬁnsﬁsh speakers. Of primary importance is
themwalordaandappmwiateseqﬂmceforskilldewbpnmt If
students cannot speak a language and use its vocabulary, syntax, and
functional grammar at the approximate level of a six and one-half year-
old child, learning to read that language will be difficult. If they have not
been encouraged to develop at least one language fully across all four
_ modalities of listening, speaking, reading, and writing, then a functional
illiteracy may be the unfortunate result. If the usual course of language
acquisition and language development has not been encouraged as
students interact with an environment and use language as an organizer,
then ability to mediate meaning at higher levels of cognition may be
thwarted. Maturation, language, age, and skill level variablg must be
considered. In addition, there are social, political, and economic factors
that may support or mitigate against the best conditions for learning to
read. These many variables have been the subject ofreeeamhmdargu
ment among educators everywhere.

In United States' schools, debate has centered around English-
speaﬂnachﬂdmwhomstnml}ummmemwmofm
English writing system. Children who speak English advance quite
logically to the written language for which they have oral forms. For
more than a century, despite voluminous literature in the field of reading
instruction, the controversy continues over methods and materials be<t
suited for ensuring literacy in English. For educators interested in the
teaching of reading to language minority children, however, there is not
such a long history of combat nor as impressive a number of combatants.
Recognition ef the unique literacy needs of language minority students in
classrooms where English is the language of instruction is relatively re-
cent. The research has been controversial and the recommendations,
contradictory. Data from investigations of native language literacy as.the
introductc:y program have been overruled by data on the success of im-
mersion in second language literacy plans (Bowen, 1977; Tucker, 1977).
Findings suggesting early introduction to second language writing
systems have been canceled by conclusions on the effectiveness of later
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introduction. Achievement levels in school subjects have been variously
determined as better or worse when offered in native or second language.
Most significantly, almost ali of the research has been criticized for its
lack of rigor (Troike, 1978). The purpose of this paper is to review some
of the educational questions about teaching reading to language minority
students and to consider the relevant research. Among the several issues
are these: (1) constructs relative to reading instruction for language
minority students, (2) transferability of reading skills, (3) nature of the
reading process, (4) student background factors, (5) methods of instruc-
tion, and (6) supportive resources for literacy and biliteracy.

Relevant Constructs

<

Well-developed speech, functional literacy, and adequate thinking
ability are essential for success in school. Teachers at all levels agree that
learning can best take place when students speak well, read easily, and
think effectively. When all the students in a class are nafile English
speakers, teachers are challenged to provide for personalized growth of
listening and speaking abilities, for individwalized literacy skills, and for
the unique thinking strategies demonstrated by different students with
diverse competencies in the one language. When students not native to
English are in classrooms designed for English speakers, teuachers are
even more sorely pressed to adapt the educational offerings for students.
Among the questions tormenting teachers are: Should the native
language be used for instruction? Should reading and writing be in-
troduced in the native language? How does language processing in-
fluence thinking? Partial answers to such questions may be found in an
appraisal of the underlying assumptions that form the basis of available
programs. Teachers should consider the various theoretical positions
with a view to the influences each would exert in preserving the vital
bond between speech and print in promoting a unity between language
(both oral and written) and thinking. If it can be argued that these three
clements are essential requirements for optimum school achievement,
then it follows that classroom practices must nurture the speech-print-
thought triangle in consistent and appropriate ways.

All normal human beings use language in their daily lives. This ability
serves individuals in personal and social situations requiring communica-
tion. Cummins (1980) calls this universal characteristic the “*basic in-
terpersonal communications skills” (BICS). He suggests that these are
surface features of language that do not necessarily predict success in
school. This construct of BICS as applied to programs of second
language ' instruction in English may account in part for some of the
disappointing results in English-as-a-Second Language (ESL) programs.

L
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ESL lessons focus on pronunciation, grammar, structural patterns, and
vocabulary—the visible manifestations of language. Teachers are
distressed when repeated practice from the language class does not ap-
pear to carry over into the content areas where other kinds of language
demands are made. While interpersonal communication skills in specific
contexts are readily understood from the situdtion itself, they appear in-
sufficient for problem solving, for reasoning, or for other cognitive pro-
cesses required for academic achievement in subject matter.

The term *“‘cognitive academic language proficiency'* (CALP) is pro-
posed by Cummins (1980) in describing the language abilities needed to
g0 beyond ordinary communication. CALP is considered to be very im-
portant in learning to read. Reauing is thinking, among other things; and
comprehension of a page of print is possible only to the extent that the
reader brings the concepts encoded in the language to that page. The
ability to abstract from the language as written and to reflect further on
its contents are dimensions of language proficiency not readily apparent
in natural, informal communication. The distinction is an important one,
when planning English literacy programs for non-native Enshsh
speakers. The assumption that the communication skills (BICS) acquired
in the second language ate adequate for reading comprehension is ques-
tionable. Many of the school’s academic tasks, including reading, de-
mand verbal reasoning that may be independent of specific language
skills. As Furth (1966) has pointed out, the deaf reason and they have no
language as generally defined. The idea of global language capacity that
lies beneath the surface and that serves to support specific visible
language appears to be consistent with principles of transfer of learning.
Though specific languages may differ greatly in their observable forms,
students responding to a new language may be able to demonstrate a
kind of general understanding and make sense of the unfamiliar. They
scem to transfer skills across languages with remarkable success.
Teachers have noied that this transfer is more likely (o be observed
among older students and among students with solid first language skills,

Cummins (1980) has adapted Shuy’s (1976) iceberg metaphor to il-
lustrate diagrammatically the distinctions between the visible and
underlying language proficiencies. He suggests that for bilingual students
a dual iceberg tip rests upon the single entity of cognitive academic profi-
ciency. The surface features of speech gnd print, plus the deeper re-
quirements of thought in response to school tasks, may be illustrated
below by a further adaptation of Cummins* (1980) adaptation. The dual-
iceberg represeniation of the essential speech-print-thought ‘triangle
follows.
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ICEBERG METAPHOR

TAdapted from Cummins, 1980; Shuy, 1976; and Thonis.)

The successful development of BICS in one or both languages certain-

ly requires thought. However, the comprehensibility at this level may be -

t of the interpersonal ex-
hension of written language as
; mamalsdmandsthousht

found to a great extent'in thcspeciﬂccon
change. On the other hand, the.comp
found in textbooks and in other

dimensmn of more formnl
the potential for the cognitive

pmriousexpericnm_andinfo mation, human beings would be limited in
the amount or kind of knowl¢dge acquired.in a lifetime. Transfer of

glislf speakers. Gncee students leave the primary
grades, they are expected tg read and write in almost every school sub-
ject. Therefore, the potentjal for transferability of skills from one system
of written language to ago should be seriously examined. Transfer
takes place when there aye elements in the new task similar to those in the
task or skill previously acquired. For languages that share the same
alphabet and have common fcatures in the visual symbols, there are im-
mediate transfer possibilities. For Asian languages with logographic
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writing systems, for other non-alphabet sysems, or for different
alphabetic writing like the Armenian aiphabet, transfer is not based on
the similarity of clements but on the more general understanding that the
visual symbols represent the auditory ones. Thjs transfer is based on the
mmofmmmmm.mmmmm
quirements of reading and writing involve the transfer of other skills.
Students who have learned how to use pencils, pens, rulers, protractors,
and other classroom tools do not nave to develop fine muscle control or .
eye-hand coordination a second time. The tracking of the eve and hand
in the direction required by the conventions of the writing system may
vary (Chinese is read from top to bottom, Hebrew from right to left,
Smdﬁﬁmkﬁmﬁght.md]mmfmmtoptohoﬂomnndﬂm-
from right to left), but the awareness that there is a directionality and
that it-is an arbitrary feature of the specific writing system is
transferable. There are good reasons to believe that attitudes and habits
transfer. Positive feelings about reading in one language are likely to

- carry over to another. The habits of attention, concentration, persistence

andwskeompkﬁoncanmmfa-wdltoleugngmemhw.
Transfer of reading abilities from the firit language to the second
language can be identified in both general and specific terms for pre-
reading, decoding, and comprehension skills. During the preparation for
reading, students have been encouraged to develop good listening habits.
Having learned how to listen for a sequence of eveats, immediate recall
offacts.rhyminademmu.diseoveﬁpsrdaﬂomhips.mdfwoth«
receptive language tasks, the students carfy over their response set to the
demands of the pew, unfamiliar language. Visual-perceptual
transfers as well. When students have become skiliful in observing the
visual details of one form of written language, this observation of the
visual | system’s significant features is readily available for
transfer to her form. If the writing system is one that uses diacritical-
ly marked forms, the necessary attention to detail which is given to see
differences in specific words as in rfo, ri6 ot papd, papa (words whose
meanings are significantly altered by the small detail of an accent mark
or its placement), will transfer. Figure must be distinguished from
ground in any language, and the background of page must be separated
from the material written upon it. This visual-perceptual skill developed
in one language transfers easily to another. - '
The visual-motor skills needed to track the eyes and hand in a specific
direction to follow the sequence of a language's written patterns, the
coordination of eye and hand in writing and spelling those patterns, and
the development of strength and motor controf are abilities that need to
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be learned and practiced. The application of motor skills to any reading
and writing system may be transferred without change or put to use in
new language learning with modifications to accommodate the dif-
ferences that may exist between the first and second language's writing
conventions. For languages that use a left-to-right direction such as
English, Vietnamese, Spanish, and Portuguese, no change in eye or hand
movement is needed. Farsi, Hebrew, or other languages read from right
to left, however, require the student to change directions. Yet the eye and
the hand must still move smoéthly together. Though preparation for
reading and writing is specific to the language in the matter of oral
vocabulary development, ear training for language sounds, and
knowledge-of word order, all the sensory-motor skills and visual-
perceptual abilities will transfer exactly as they have been learned or with
modification that can be readily encouraged.

The act of making a connection between the sounds of a language

. (speech) and the graphic representation of that language (print,

logograph, and ideograph) has been referred to as decoding.
Developmental programs designed to introduce reading, writing, and
spelling often stress the acquisition of techniques and strategies that
assist students in making the speech-print associations needed to ‘“crack
the code.” Using sound-symbol applying knowledge of
word structures, and finding clues are examples of such
skills that are encouraged in initial instruction. These are tools intended
to help students recognize in written form what is known by the student
in oral context. Thus, students begin to *‘see’’ what they have “‘heard."’

“The extent to which decoding skills transfer from one language to

another.depends upon the two writing systems. Those using 8 Roman
alphabet have greater potential for transfer according to the doctrine of

identical elements. Languages written according to alphabetic principles

may have common features that will transfer. Written languages vary;
and transfer potential will also vary on the basis of the likenesses and the
differences to be found among their alphabets, their syllabaries, and/or
other arbitrary conventions of their written systems. Awareness of the
rule-governed manner by which, reading decoding skills are learned,

remembered, and practiced will transfer by generalization.

There is little or no effective reading at the decoding level. Until
students have made the speech-print connection, they are not reading.
Essentially, comprehension of written material requires the exercise of
intellectual skills. Students must draw upon specific backgrounds of ex-
perience and concepts. They must use memory, reasoning, and creativity
as they interpret and judge what has been read. Each comprehension task
calls upon students to think. At the early levels, simple, literal com-

™
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mmnhmmﬁnd:bmnmemmmmmmmm
plex, the reader is expected to exercise interpretive and inievential
morammm.nmummmmmmuum
mhmmlfnmmmmmnhumtommma
mmmwm&.orda-ammofmm. identify
mai«chm,dammea&mofbhs,mmdyumodonal
m,mmthwelkmhmskilhmahmtmmm#onmmhwemhc
hamdmln.!hehmplaetmmfuofmiﬁwhmionmmem
language. For pre-reading, decoding, and comprehension skills, the
power and potential of transferability cannot be underestimated.

ltismombletoinfuthaamebnsiaforhnsmgemfainmdins
isfoundinthccmnﬂ:fCALP.chhunderghdsmepmmﬁslfor
literacy in general and tontributes to the ultimate flowering of literacy
skills specific to the instructional program. However, it is vital to
reeomluthat,onlys!mngskiﬂstransferandthatmeseqmormding
skﬂkinanyhnauosemaybeumnaedtomakethemofthemfa
possiblities between languages. This precept of transfer should give plan-
mofsimulmnmmdinspmsmnsintwohn;mesorpmmmsof
premature introduction tc the second language literacy pause for
thought. Violations of learning principles could easily be responsible for
the reading failure presently found among the minority language
students.

POTENTIAL FOR Lj READING SKILL TRANSFER TOL2

Language Languege
SNl Areas Transfer Transfer
1. Semsory-Motor Transfer
A. Vishal Skills
I. Eye-hand coordination 3
2. Fine muscle control ! X
3. Visual attention to detail x
4. Figure-ground awareness X
§. Visual perception x x
6. Visual discrimination X X
1. Visual memory X X
B. Visual sequencing X
B. Auditory Skills
1. Figtre-ground awareness X
1. Auditory perception x
1. Auditory X X
4 Auditory discrimination X X
X

$. Auditory sequencing
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Table (continued)
Langusge Language
Specific General
¢ SKNl Areas Transfer Tronsfer
C. Spatial Skiils
1. Directional organization x
2. Top-to-bottom orientation x X
1. Lateral arientation X
4. Spatial integration X

il. Tranafer of [dentical Elements
A. The Commaon Festures in Writing Systems

1. Logographs, ideographs x

2. Alphabets X

3. Sound-symbol associatiops x

4. Capitalization 3
X X

_;,
i

H1. Transfer by Principles and Generalizations
A. Reading as a Process
1. Understanding speech-print rela-

tionships
2. Speech-print connections X
3. Concepts of words, syllables,

sentenices, paragraphs
4. Comprehension {thinking skills)

.
F
-]
g
M R R MMM

B B B ]

5. Rule-governed aspects of reading 3
6. Study skills f .
IV. Transfer of Habits and Attitudes
A. Non-cognitive Transfer
1. Attention
2. Listening skills '
3. Concentration
" 4. Persistence
S. Task completion
B. Self-esteem Transfer
1. Being literate
2. Feeling capable X
3. Possessing specific
competencies X
4. Achleving
5. Belleving in one's ability to leam X
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The Nature of Reading

A very sensible definition of reading is given by Johnson and
Myklebust (1967) who ctate that reading is a response to a visual symbol
superimposed on auditory language. Beginning readers bring their ex-
periences as encoded and stored to the page of print. They practice mak-
ing accurate and speedy associations between auditory and”visual
language symbols. They grow to be efficient, rapid readers until they are
scarcely aware of the speech-print relationships. Capable students who
are free from any serious learning problems read well, expand their real
and imaginary worlds, and become literate. Accomplished readers have
engaged in a process taking them through a sequence of activities as
follows: (1) see print, (2) transform print into recognizable sounds and
arrangements of sounds, (3) relate what has been recognized to ex-
perience, (4) make the speech-print connection (the code), and (5) store
print and the associatiuns (meaning) for further use. This process inoves
the reader from the known to the unknown, from a reality represented by
sounds, to . ~ew reality repreuented by symbols. Successful reading
deper-.. 21 ber and quality of experiences stored; the general
level ¢ :al .anguage development; the keenness of sensory-motor skills;
the suitability of the instructional program for the reader; and the per-
sonal differences in interest, motivation, intelligence, and health. For all
persons reading any language, reading is a process of seeing print, hear-
ing speech, and associating whatever it is that has been seen and keard
with stored and remembered experiences, called “‘referents.’” When the
reader sees the word *‘acrolith,’” for example, this visual stimulus must
be changed i. . an auditory one. The reader may decide, according to
the word ec~ . _tion strategies he or she uses, to say the word. If the
reader dc.sn’t know very much about Greek statues, the meaning of
what has been seen and said will be unclear or completely lacking.
Reading has not been accomplished until the meaning is attached.
Sometimes a reader can use context clues, picture clues, or other tech-
niques that will help gather the meaning from material that may be un-
familiar. If reference to acrolith is within the subject matter content of
Greek art, then the reader may be able to reduce the uncertainties in
Smith’s terms (1971) and gain an understanding of what has been read.
Thne nature of the process itself calis to mind the **Vernacular Advantage
Theory'" when other conditions of instruction are considered (Modiano,
1968; Engle. 1975). Oral language grows out of specific contacts with a
particular environment; these experiences are mediated by the conven-
tions of a specific speech community. Spoken language, as acquired,
forms the basis for the specific conventions of the writing system of that

165



156 ) Schooling and Language Minority Students:

same community. The mutuality, the interdependence between spoken
and written language can be perceived by the reader. There is little need
to be reminded that many readers have difficulty learning to read their
own language. Reading is more than a perceptual and a sensory-motor
process, it is also a cognitive process. The successful reader must bring a
background of concepis and ideas to a page of print. The amount nd
kind of comprehension the reader takes from that page is in direct pro-
portion to what is brought. The reader must supply the context. Unlike
personal exchange in intormal situations where meaning can be obtained
from the contextual flavor of the situation, the exchange between reader
and author may have a context that is known only to the writer. As
Cummins (1980) has suggested, while langu-ge development of students
may be adequate for situations in which the context is supplied informal-
ly, such language development may be quite inadequate for successful
functioning in the decontextualized demsnds of formal schooling, par-
ticularly in the written language of textbooks. This statement could apply
to both language majority and language minority students alike. The im-
portant differer.ces for the languace minority students is one of distance
from the context. They may have had far less exposure to the concepts
represented by the vocabulary and may have not had the time to become
familiar with the vocabulary and/or the gramr:+ticsl and syntactical
clues needed to predict meanings.

Human speech is graphically represeated in a variety of forms that
may be alphabetic, syllabic, logographic, or other symbolic indicators of
the spoken word. Speech existed long before its graphic representation.
Both oral and written forms of language are interdependent and share a
mutual relationship. Well-developed speech provides the foundation for
skill development in reading and writing. When students learn to read
and wriie, they must organize the visual system of language in such a way
as to make it meaningful according to the auditory system. They must
make sense of writing by making a connection with the spoken language
as represented. Words and their arrangements, which students have
learned to describe and explain their experiences, become available to
them in a visual form. The act of reading is a receptive one in which
students sec print, hear speech, and connect them to referents
remembered and stored from their personal experiences (Thonis, 1970).
Until the essential attachment to a meaningful referent has been ac-
complished, it cannot be sgid that students are reading.

In the usual coursc of human development, normal children learn 10
understand and to speak the language of the speech community into
which they have been born. If the language has a written form, it is
generally expected that the children will also learn to read and write that
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same language. In most parts of the world, this learni the written
forms of language is ordinarily provided during the of middle
childhood. Literacy is a task of the school-age years and is accomplished
in a school setting. Thus, the students learn to listen, speak, read, and
write the language that makes sense to them in the total environment in
which they are living and growing. Reality has been interpreted and
labeled by speech; speech is preserved through -its representation in
writing; and discrepancies that may exist between wha is heard or said
and what is read or written can be clarified and supplemeated by the con-
nections between reality, its oral label, and its writt¢ ~ form. All writing
systems are imperfect, but their imperfections can be managed and

- meaning can still come through when the students fill in any gaps in com-
prehension from their experiences and from their reservoir of oral
language.

Students who speak Cantonese, Korean, Punjabi, Spanish, or one of
the hundreds of languages other than English and who are learning to
read and write in Englisk., often have difficulty in supplying the needed
information to obtain meaning. They may have a wealth of data stored,
but their memories and concepts are not retrievable in response to
English stimuli. The essential connections between speech, print, and
referent cannot be formed. Smith (1971) has referred to reading com-
prehension as an act of ‘‘reducing the uncertainties’” found in written
language. When language minority students are attempting to deal with
the uncertainties, they are (or may be) already burdened by the addi-
tional unknowns of the new visual forms, the unfamiliar structures, the
strange vocabulary items, and the different view of reality. When these
students see English print, hear their native speech, and seek meaningful
referents drawn from their cultural heritage, they may fail to make con-
nections. At best, their reading skill is stopped at the decoding level or, at
worst, the written material may not make any sense to them at all. School
districts with large numbers of language minority students only need to
examine their own annual testing programs to discover the failure rates
of these students.

There has been interest and excitement generated over the programs of
reading instruction among select groups who have been introduced to
reading by way of the second rather than the first language (Bowen,
1977; Tucker, 1977; Cohen, 1974). These “*immersion”’ Programs may
take a variety of organizational modcls. The investigators take issue with
the assumption that the speech-print connection is of primary impor-
tance and suggest that social-cultural factors may contribute more
positively to the literacy skills of language minority students. English-
speaking children placed in the Spanish language arts curriculum or
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chh—speakinachildmnassianedtoﬂnglishclammmmmplesof
programs. The theorists have been careful to distinguish be-
tween immersion programs and submersion ones (see Glossary). Though
they both represent a plan of instruction in which the child’s home
language is 1.0t used primarily, the important difference between pro-
grams of submersion may be found in the status of the school language,
the continued valuing and use of the home language outside of school,
the point at which all students begin in the school’s language, and the at-
titudes of the school-community toward learning the language (Cohen
and Swain, 1976). It has been suggested that language minority students
are often considered school failures because they cannot use the language
of the dominant culture effectively while language majority students im-
mersed in a second language are given rewards and approval for each
small increment of learning via that second language. This distinction
becomes an important one for language minority students who are mixed
in reading classes with English speakers. For these students, their
submersion practically guarantees reading difficulties and limited
The Lambert and Tucker research (1972) suggested that English-
speaking children immersed in French reading programs in Canada
continued to achieve adequately in English reading without receiving in-
struction in it. Cohen (1975) found that English-speaking students who
learned to read Spanish first, achieved grade level competence in English.
These experiments and others of a similar type are generally cited as sup-
port for placing students from language minorities in English reading
programs immediately. Immersed or submersed, the language minority
students must keep afloat, learn to swim, or eventually sink. The data
from studies on immersion and submersion point up the social and
cultural determiners of successful school achievement, the potential for
language skill transfer, and effective dimensions of learning. Setting
aside for the moment the social and cultural factors, it appears
reasonable to suggest that the advantage of dealing with one’s ex-
periences, speech, and written language all within the same common
framework of the vernacular are undeniable. If the home language is ab-
solutely unacceptable for political or social reasons or if the language has
positively no economic value, then the speech-print conszctions must
stil be made in the second language. The language minority students
from this group should have opportunities for extended readiness to read
with rich and varied activities designed to promote oral language suffi-
cient to support the print of English.
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Student Background Factors

The language minority student is first a student and must be seen as a
maturing, developing person. Students in elementary and secondary
schools are ngrmally en route to the expected developmental milestones
in physical, social, emotional, and intellectual maturity according to the
universal rules of human growth. Sometimes it is necessary to remind
teachers and administretors of this ordinary fact when language minority
students are under discussion. The descriptor, *‘language minority’* ap-
pears to take precedent over the word, “‘student,” as educational plans
are considered for them. Language minority students share the same
needs as students of any language. Every serious professional in educa-
tion knows what these commonalities of needs are. When it comes to
identifying language and literacy needs, however, there is likely to be lit-
tle agreement as to what those needs may be. One of the serious
drawbacks on planning for minority language students stems from a lack
of information about the language background. Often, all of the
students are grouped together under one description: bilingual. The
nature of the individual student's bilingualism is rarely identified with

. care and precision. In fact, the label “bilingual’’ .often conceals more

about the student than it reveals. Students may be at a serious disadvan-
tage because once having been labeled bilingual, they may then be as-
sumed to fit some pre-determined category and may be viewed as being
thesamc.]'hus,theirbasicmdsmybelmoredandthdrlaw
needs may be undifferentiated. The descriptive designation, *‘bilingual,”
has been applied to students who come from another country, to
students with certain physical characteristics, to students with ethnic sur-
names, and to students whose parents speak accented” English. The
criteria for using the term are often vague or misupderstood. To be bi-
lingual suggests that students are capable of using two languages. Fur-
ther, itisassumedthatbothhnsumcanbemedwhbrdaﬁvdyeqw
facility. To describe precisely what is meant by the term “‘bilingual stu-
dent,”” it is necessary to determine how the students caa function in both
oral and written language. There are sounds, structures, vocabulary, and
meaning systems for both dimensions. When students are competent
listeners, speakers, readers, and writers in one language, they control
cight dimensions as native speakers, Wher: the students add the sounds,
structure, vocabulary, and ‘meaning systems of the second language,
cight more are added. Thus, bilingual persons are capable of managing
16 separate and mutually supportive facets of both languages (proficient
bilingualism). These students are rare, especially in United States’
classrooms where monolingual, monoliterate education has inhibited
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dual language opportunities.

If reading programs are to suit the varying degrees of proficiency in
languages that language minority students bring to school, they must be
designed on the basis of better information about language minority
students and their functioning levels in the several dimensions. Language
minority students may listen and understand but not speak, or speak but
not read or write, or write and regd but not speak. The combinations of
possible competencies among the receptive and expressive phases of both
oral and written language are many. The decision to assign a student toa
reading class in the first language, to immerse the student in a second
language reading group, to submerse the student in a particular reading
program, or to offer two reading programs simuitaneously could be im-
proved by careful, thoughtful assessment of language strengths in all 16
language functions.

mschooﬂnsopponunlﬁﬂthathnauasemithysmdmtsmayhave
enjoyed in another settin: may influence their abilities to cope with pro-
grams of reading instruction. Young students may not have had feimai
lessons in reading. They may still be at the pre-reading level of develop-
ment and may only need to continue along the usual course of reading
readiness. A few older students may also be found to be preliterate
because they may have come from small towns and villages where they
could not have attended school. Both of these groups of students share
similar needs in getting ready to read. They need to coordinate eye and
hand, refine motor responses, become aware of directionality and spatial
factors of the written language, and sharpen their perceptual skills,
These prerequisites for skillful reading apply across languages. There are
specific background skills needed for different languages that must be

-addressed in specific ways. At the pre-reading level, it is essential to con-

sider the general factors that promote strong background abilities for
literacy and the specific skills that must be nurtured within the context of
a specific language For example, the accuracy and speed with which
students note differences in forms of written language is a general ability

. that promotes attention to fine visual details. This awareness can be ap-

plied in a global way to any writing system. But, the distinction of detail
between b and d or w and m would be only specific to forms of the
Roman alphabet and would not necessarily apply to all alphabets.
Language minority students who have already learned to read their
own language often amaze the reading teacher in a second language
class. Adequate or better skills in the first language and good study
habits may combine to help such students ease into the demands of the
new writing system. If students are developmentally mature enough to
have reached levels of thinking logically and abstractly, then they appear
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tobemuchbemrlh!etoﬁtweujntomenewmdhsmm.sm
mwmmmmmmﬁmmmm
parent success of older students. Lambert (1975) writes of the additive ef-
Msﬁkuﬂmgmdhmpwhﬂemhmmeﬁm.wm
langusge students who are immersed in a second language program have
the opportunity to acquire the second language at no cost to the first.
mmmmmmmmmmmm
this additive quality. On the other hand, it would appear that students
withpoodydﬂdopedhngnsgemdﬂtuuyskﬂhintheﬁmhngum
whomfmmdmmkemummmamrdyoutthcm
ofthefimmnyffermb@rtineﬁ'ecm.mmmhs(!mhssem-
sidered these positive and negative influences in his ‘‘Threshold
Hymﬁeds,"whkhpoﬁmmmehvdofhweommuf
language minority students may influence intellectual growth. Cummins
(1980) also states that a *‘Developmental Interdependence Hypothesis,’’
which assumes that second language competence is partially a function
of first language competence at the time of exposure to the second
language, may account for the modest success of native language and
literacy programs in the elementary grades. One obvious effect of such
programs would be the time and opportunity provided to acquire con-
cepts and to develop the vocabulary that explains them. Too, practice
with more complex syntactical patterns and instruction in word forma-
tionnndhfmalgmmmlmpmmmeundummdinsofhowa
language system works and what generalizations about written fcrms can

apply.

y of the language minority students can be described as func-
ﬁmallyﬂﬁme.mmmstudemwhoapmwhawpoody
WWMWMMMW.MWM
mbawlﬂrmdtomdmdmwﬂwmmdrmﬁvchmandmy
have had little success in learning to read the second one. These students
are at a great disadvantage in the classroom because after the first or
mpndpﬁe,moﬁofthe@oolworbismiedoninmdingmdin
mm.MM(iWﬁmﬂmm&m&nmasmﬁeﬁmfmmthe
subtractive effects of their language experiences, In Cummins’ terass
(1979), they would still be functioning b.iow the first threshold.
Language minority students who are failing to learn to read in school can
casily be recognized in this group of under-achievers. It would appear
that the vital role of first language development in nurturing intellectual
growthhashemimoredandmmoﬂhmsmdenmhavebeenstmsgliu
to organize school content in the second language. Both first and skeond
language organizing fails because neither of them is fully developed. An
unfortunate consequence is the loss of self-esteem and the deep sense of
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failure that may prevent students from becoming successful readers even
when compensatory programs are offered. Students arc likely to perceive
their school problems as their own fault rather than the possibic fault of

. an inappropriate program of reading instruction.

Reading Program Alternatives
Given the resources of funds and personnel, schools appear to have
several alternatives from which to select when planning reading instruc-
tion for language minority . The first choice is rooted in *“Ver-

.nacular Advantage Theory’' (Modiano, 1968; Engle, -197S; Skutnabb-

Kangas and Toukomaa, 1976; Cummins, 1979). In first language literacy
programs there would be continued opportunities to develop the native
tongue and to grow in the extension of the home language. Additional
concepts, word knowledge, expanded structures, and on-going practice
would serve to extend and enhance the first language. Literacy in the
tive language as a basis for later second language literacy skills would
possible, in the future, a balanced bilingual competent in all facets
of both languages. Idiomatic language, metaphor, figurative usage, and
other deep insights into the language could be cultivated and enjoyed.
The content of reading material would be realistic and relevant to the
cultural legacy of the learner, There could be more interest and en-
thusiasm for reading the history, legends, folklore, and literature of
one's own people. The pride and delight among family members who
share the same language and ethnic heritage should offer additional
motivation to learn to read and write well.

Another choice would be to place students in the second language
literacy program immediately. There would be a need to provide extend-
ed pre-reading activities to provide the background skills of oral
language, vocabulary, sentence patterns, and other skills specific to the
language. It would be very important to move cautiously on the speech-
print connections; to offer sequential activities of listening, speaking,
reading, and writing; and to ensure that students were seeing what they
were also hearing. It would be unwise to make unnecessary chore of pro-
nunciation as long as the first language flavor did not interfere with ob-
taining meaning. Pacing for instruction would be a critical variable. The
time allowed for practice and reviéw of material would need to be ad-
justed to accommodate the various language proficiencies of students in
the second langudge. Complexities of written vocabulary and written
structures should not outdistance the oral control of words and word
mm.ummmmymmmgawmmem-
tunities for literacy in the native language or were already fluent, literate
persons, it is doubtful that they would have the chance to develop fully as
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mmmmm.mmmmawmmnym
the literature of the language majority group would almost likely contain
hmmmwmmmmwﬂbemplﬁdymuof
meaning for the readers. There would certainly be more books and other
media to use in the community. Library shelves usually burst with the
literature of the majority language. One difficulty may lie in the fact that
INMMMMWMWMNW
tary reading materials may be too advanced; and the reading materials
mmdrkvekmaybemmhbkfmx;mmmts'wmm
Wkﬁmmunmnmw-mmmchpmmmy
develop confidence in themselves if they are successful, Self-esteem
come. from being just like the others in the group and able to read the
language of the school and the community just like everyone else.
lnmymmmmeuwmwmmkysmdmts
enrolled in various types of bilingual instruction are in two reading pro-
grams—one in their first language and one in English. These
simultaneous plans of reading instruction may provide paralle] text-
books, alternative days of instruction, or native language reading in the
morning and English reading in the afternoon. Some new programs have
been designed to offer the two reading systems together in a kind of
transiation model. The impact of simultaneous reading has not been
clearly demonstrated despite the fact that many of the potential sources
of confus*»n could be predicted from a logical if not from an empirical
position. In the Redwood City group who received simultaneous reading
instruction (Cohen, 1975), there seemed to be poor achievement
demonstrated. The results were interpreted as indicative of the retarding
effect of simultancous reading in Eaglish and in Spanish. It is especially
unfortunate that the evaluations of Title VII programs are insufficient
for drawing conclusions (Troike, 1978). Many federally funded pro-
grams have placed the students in two reading programs &1 the samme
time. One other complicating factor is the language of the classroom,
which may be designated as a bilingual class but that is, in reality, a
monolingual English-spesking classroom most of the school day.
Speech-print connmections may suffer from confusion in two
simultaneously presented writing systems. Students may be attempting to
Jeal with several unknowns. The opportunities to extend and enhance
the native language may be limited if most of°the school day is carried
out in the second language. The potential for true biliteracy may not be
fulfilled when the reading lessons are crowded into everything else that
has to be accomplished. One complaint of teachers of simultaneous
reading is that there isn’t enough time for the practice, review, and
repetition needed for overlearning two writing systems, two spelling
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systems, two punctuation systems, etc. Further, depending on the other
language, there is the possibility of language interference. Vocabulary
items may get mixed up, not in the clever code-switching of accomplished
bilinguals, but in a confusion over which word comes from which
language. When the students see the label refoj on the clock on the wall in
the classroom, do they think it spells ‘‘clock?"’ In simultaneous reading
plans, there is a valiant attempt to offer culturally relevant content for
both reading activities.

One discrepancy in classrooms of the United States may be found in
the abundance of beautiful books for the English reader and the scarcity
and/or poor quslity of many imported materisls in the minority
language. Non-print media such as films, filmstrips, study prints,
records, and tapes may be hard to find as well as expensive. The in-
terests, values, and motives of students and their families in programs
will vary depending or how well-informed they are about the program of
bilingual reading and on their own personal goals. Some parents have
simply been passive about the enrollment of their children in dual
language curricula, hoping fervently for them to become skillful in
English. They may enjoy and approve of the native language activities
but remain more committed to English language skills. Other parents are
filled with emotion and gratitude to school personnel who have valued
their children’s native language and who have helped them perfect it.
Parents often recall with pleasure the wealth of children's literature, the
poetry, rhymes, riddles, and fables of their own childhood experiences.
Many of these parents are ardent supporters of first language literacy.
The response from the community will be different for different social,
language, and economic status groups. In the United States, schools pro-
viding dual language instruction are doing so generally in response to a
legal mandate. Many programs are merely tolerated at a token level to
meet the minimum requirements stated by law. When the educational
establishment or the community at large is not happy about the legal re-
quirements, it is unlikely that reading programs operating on a
simultaneous basis in order to have things both ways can be successful,

The alternatives of initial reading instruction in the native language, in
the second language, or simultaneously in both languages are likely to be
considered on the basis of social and political factors. Linguistic reasons
that support initial rzading in the firs, language are found in the tasks of
decoding and comprehending the graphic forms. Decoding skills are
developed through the e of methods and materials that demonstrate to
the learners how the writing system is organized and how it works. Since
most writing systems of the world operate on some kind of alphabet prin-
ciple, decoding skills provide practice in the acquisition of the alphabet,
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the naines of the letters, the sounds they represent, syllables, words? af-
_ fixes, and other parts of the written conventions. A knowledge of the
system permits beginning readers to crack the code. Across many
languages, readers are introduced to graphic representations by this em-
phasis on smail parts of the written language. Once students have
developed the awareness that what has been spoken can be represented
by some written form, learning the code, whether logographic or
alphnbeﬁc.ishsictore&dinxmbeeodimsuﬂalom.bowem
will not create competent readers in any language. Comprehension skills
are those that make it possible for written language to make sense to the
readers. Once the code has been cracked, the students can understand the
author’s words. Meanings are not conveyed in letters, syllables, words,
or small groups of them. Comprehension is really thinking, and teaching
to promote adequate comprehension skills can be far more difficult than
teaching to develop the ability to-decode. For majority language students
wholeamtomdnndwritemeirmhns\mge the establishment of
mngkv:hofmmehmdonhmhmamchaﬂmsetomdim
teachers. For minority language students, the inadequacies of their com-
prehension skills have been alarming. Reading programs for all students
must address the apparent discrepancies between decoding and com-
prehension Skills, but for language minority students the issue is more
than a faulty connection from code to meaning,

At the first level of comprehension, the student merely. has to under-
stand what the author has said. ‘l'hen,nﬂuthesmdmtshqvem&deme
of what they have read, they may need to use it in some way. They
mmmmuam:m«hmmmbmmmmm
is not necessarily wrapped up in small segments of written materials, the
students may need to read larger passages to determine the main idea or
essential message. They may need to search for details that support or
substantiate this generalization. They may interpret what they have read
in the light of their own experiences. When the students have enough in-
formation, they can absiract from the data and how the
geaneralizations they have discovered may be used in contexts. To
accomplish this, the students must know how to sort, sift, classify, and
organize what they have read. Further, they must connect or relate these
discoveries in some order. There may be thousands of words arrayed in a
variety of patterns, but they have to orgonize them into a system so that
they can efficiently and economically draw out the relationships, the se-
quence, and the main ideas. They may then judge the relevance of what
they have read. While engaged in all these activities, they have been
thinking. They have been using and developing the abilities to com-
prehend, interpret, reason, generalize, abstract, solve problems, and
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decide. Given the developmental opportunities to acquire oral language,
to add written language, and to use both oral and writen skills in think-

health of the other, and that thinking is supported by both.
! If the learner has one oral language and leams to read the same
language, and subsequently uses that language as an instrument that
M(hmys&nmmdmlyu&mwdmmw
then the student develops fairly clear relationships between
and print and between language and thought. Programs of
in the primary language provide rich opportunities for this

§§§

How do considerations of these speech, print, and thought relation-
ships apply to students in classrooms of the United States? Although it is
always hazardous to divide human beings, especially young human be-
ings, into groups, for the sake of discussion, it is necessary tb describe

so, and some fail in their efforts to become competent, literate persons
capable of thinking. A second group may be students for whom English
is not the home language but whose primary language is used among
large numbers of their ethnic background in a given community, the
educational program offering them first language literacy. The Spanish,
Chinese, Portuguese, Filipinos, Koreans, and Vietnamese are examples
of this group of students, many of whom are beinp tarrabe 3=~ .,
dual language and dual literacy—Eng:--= aid ihe native language, A
third group of students may be described as speakers of other languages
whose home language may be difficult to offer in an educational setting
insthe United States. Children from homes where Cambodian, Laotian,
Samoan, or Punjabi is spoken usually find themselves in classrooms
where there are few or no resources for the use of their native language as
a basis for first language literacy. For these students, reading in English
may become a difficult task and a stumbling block to thinking. The
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teacher must build a broad base of oral English, a foundation firm

enough to support the English writing system. The richer and fuller the
experiences that students have labeled in English, the more abundant and

. supportive are their available resources for thinking. A fourth group of

students may be described as those who have some English and some
other language, neither of which has been developed fully. These
students may have biis and pieces of both; they may have gone back and
forth between the two. They may even have a little of both writing
systems. These are frequently the students who are in grave trouble
because of their language confusion and their despair of ever
understanding the mysteries of the written forms. Needless to add, such
poorly developed skills do not serve thinking very well.

The Methods

Reading methods for language minority students are often debated
from the viewpoint of whether the code or the meaning approach is the
better. The synthetic method in which the letters, sounds, syllables, and
smaller segments of the written Iarguage are introduced may lend itself
well to certain languages that offer reasonably dependable speech-print
correspondence. The analytic methods in .which whole words or ut-
terances are presented may stress meaning at every level. How the parts
of the writing system go together are not considered of great importance,
Making sense of the written material and comprehending the ideas and
events are the important goals of the reading instruction. For languages

with many irregularities in the speech-print correspondence, like French
or English, the analytic approach has worked weil for some students,

Eclectic methods offer the opportunities both to learn the code and to
obtain meaning. Regardless of the method, to read is to comprehend and
to comprehend is to think.

In the broadest sense, all methods can be grouped into three major
categories: (1) synthetic approaches, (2) analytic approaches, or (3) ap-
proaches that combine both the synthetic and analytic. Synthetic
Qﬂhodsmpan-whoktdaﬁmhjpsmdﬁwemphndswbmmng
meaningful words or sentences as letters, sounds, and/or syllables are
mastered. There is a heavy responsibility to learn how to “crack the
code.” Analytic methods focus on’ whole words and meaningful
sentences, which can be examined further for th -ir elements. A synthetic-
analytic method may combine features that offer both the code and the
meaning emphasis.

Synthetic Approaches. Several of the traditional reading methods used
in learning to read those languages based upon an alphabetic writing
principle\ are synthetic. For example, the onomatopoeic method is one in
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which the pupils learn to make a single sound association for each visual
symbol in order to remember the speech-print relationship that is
represented. Each time the pupils see a symbol, they are to associate the
letter with a familiar sound from the environment. For example, when
learning the u, children are told to recall the sound of a train whistle; or
when learning the ¢, they are reminded of the ticking of a clock. As they
build a repertoire of such associations, they gradually accumulate
encugh of © read at least at the level of decoding. The
onomatopoeic & is frequently a delight to young learners. it is fun
anditmbemdamdingmmerateatwhichpupﬂsmmkln&
storing, and retrieving conneciions between sounds and symbols.
However, it can be a very artificial approach, one resulting in lessons
that are very contrived and that contain stilted, unnatural language. It
places such a strong emphasis on the recall of discrete elements that the
code may emerge to detract from the mewning.

Another synthetic method is the alphabetic method. The pupil learns
all the mames of the letters of the alphabet. Unlike the onomatopoeic
method, no attention is given to the sounds represented by the letters.
The learner uses his/her knowledge of letter names to unlock words by
spelling them, for example, in English em a em a (mama); em a tee (mat);
or eme ah eme ah (mama); ce ah ese ah (casa) in Spanish. The method is
easy to initiate and convenient for teachers, but it can be cumbersome
and limiting. The pupils are blending letters not sounds, and they may
become confused when they are unable to unlock words that have been
obscured by their spellings. Because the whole of anything is more than
themmofkspam.menﬁonwmn&mtsofwﬁnenlammmy
tend to create readers who fail to grasp the larger, more meaningful
units.

The phonic method has many enthusiastic supporters. A phonic
method is one in which the sound system of the language is primary.
Pupils must hear speech sounds (the phonemes) and make accurate and
mpidammzzwhhthewﬁnmsymbols(themphm)mpmﬁns
than.Oneetheybavethtspeech—pﬁmmMonsmmm.theym
then able to decode, that is, they can transform the written symbols back
into the spoken ones. The phonic method has been very popular in
Spanish because there is a good fir between speech and print. The written
language is a fairly consistent and predictable representation of speech.
Thus, with few exceptions (as contrasted with the many discrepancies ex-
isting between speech and print in English, French, and seveial other
languages), the sound-symbo! associations can be learned with relative
case by most pupils. There are, of course, the few irregularities, the
sound of s represented by the symbols s, z, c, followed by / or e; the sym-
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bols y, and /I representing the same sound; the changing sounds

_represented by ¢ o: g when followed by / or e in contrast with the sounds

represented by the same ¢ or g followed ty g, o, or u; the silent 4 in hom-
#~: and the changing cf the silence when the 4 is found in combination
«:tk fe or ue as in hielo or Aueso, etc. There is also a very elaborate
di.athong system and a system of diacritical marks to be

:uned. Fortunately for the reader of Spanish, both these tasks are made
easier by u very simple, unchanging set of rules. For these and other
reasons, teachers find many advantages in ef mérodo Jonico, particularly
at the very beginning. The speech-symbol relationships may be presented
by means of picture-symbols, which requires the learners to make an
association with a picture, usually one representing an object in their
world. The pictured object’s name begins with the sound to be
represented by the letter. The sound-symbol relationships may also be
taught directly by presenting the ‘cticr name and the sound rep.cesented
by the letter together with illustrations of the sounds in words familiar to
the children. For example, the name of the letter m (eme) is taught as
repressnting the sound mm while the child listens for this sound in words
suci: as mamd, miel, mufleca, mariposa, etc. At first, just beginning
sounds are given attention but later, pupils may be asked to listen for and
hear sounds in other positions within words. There are few ending
sounds to learn because in Spanish there are only 11 possibilities, and
then pupils can be encouraged to recognize sounds and their written sym-
bols in medial positions. El métado fénico, in its several variations, lends
itself to a reasomable sequence with short units of speech-print
understandings to be acquired and practiced as the program progresses.
ltmnbecomeboﬁngandseemumhtedtoﬁwtotalactofmding
unless the teacher adds the element of interest, with tongue twisters
(trabalenguas), rthymes (rimas), poems (poesia), and other language ac-
tivities. Further, the method does focus on parts of words ar.d may result
in pupils learning to decode at the expense of gaining meaning. It is wise
to remember that phonic skills in many languages may be great for
unlocking unfamiliar words but, by themselves, contribute little to the
comprehension of those words.

The syllabic method is another very traditional and time-honored
method that depunds heavily on the child’s auditory memory. For exam-
ple, in Spanish, pupils learn the written syllables in patterns of
consonant-vowel such as ma, me, mi, mo, mu, and vowel-consonant,
am, em, im, om, um. They are then taught to put syllables together to
creaie words, mamd, memo, amo, Mimi, etc. Soor. syllables and words
are strung together to create sentences, Amo a mi mamd and Mi mamd
me uma a mi. El método sildbico has some of the advantages of other
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part-whole approaches in that small units of speech-print relationships
can be offered to pupils as they are able to internalize and use them. Las
dkbmcanbeomaniudandseqummdcarefuuytopamitpupﬂsto
beginnsinsthemimmedlatelyinwordsmdinsemmmumpmﬂde
meaning. The opportunity to apply the skills directly to the act of reading
allows learners to feel that they are not merely acquiring some isolated
information like letter names and letter sounds, which may often appear
only peripherally related to real reading. Of this method it musit be said,
however, that it falls heir to the same criticism as other approaches that
emphasize small units of speech sounds and their written representations
in symbols.

Analytic Approaches. Among the analytic ways of teaching reading,
the language experience approach has been used with some degree of suc-
cess. The pupils are encouraged io respond to events in their experience
by recalling what they have thought about and can put into words. The
teacher or teacher aide then writes what has been said, reads it back, asks
for several repetitions of it until the pupils, too, can read what has been
written. Since the material comes from a meaningful experience in the
pupils’ own world, there is no question of comprehension. The pupils sce
the relationships between thinking, speaking, reading, and writing. They
next learn the writing system and can create their own accounts of per-
sonal experiences. The teacher is responsible for maintaining a rich and
interesting classroom environment that will elicit language and generate
experiences about which talking, writing, and reading can be accom-
plished. For pupils from any language, the language experience approach
can be a delight. They may diaw upon culturally relevant and familiar
wpicsthatmnearanddeartothem.neymassimﬂmngwﬁttm
language in whole phrases or sentences that make instant sense because
they are their very own thoughts. The teacher enjoys the pupils’ interest
and motivation. However, this approach demands much of both teacher
and learners. The teacher must manage an enormous amount of
material, different for each child, since each pupil’s language and ex-
periences are unique. There is the ongoing requirement to change and to
create new stimuli for more complex ianguage and its written representa-
tion. In order to keep track of pupil progress, there is the considerable
burden of recordkeeping so that the teacher will be able to follow in-
dividual developmeni in the various reading skills. There is little or no
control of vocabularv so that practice needed for mastery may not occur
and words learned today may be forgotten tomorrow. The success or
failure of such a reading approach depends in large measure upon many
other classroom variables, one of which being how the teacher uses
stories the pupils have produced.
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The global method is one in which whole words and entire sentences
are produced visually and the pupils are told what they are. They then
memorize the words without ever taking them apart to look at their
smaller elem: nts. It is a look-say approach that stresses meanings and ig-
nores the writing system as a code. Expressions such as Hoy es lunes, To-
day is Monday; Hace sol; or customary classroom amenities as Buenos

s, niftos; Sienténse, niflos; Good marning, children ase taught in their

/ntirety. Theorists who support this method argue that dividing the
words into syllables and learning the letters and sounds may create absur-
dities and destroy meaning, the heart of the reading process. The global
method has its merits. It offers reading activities pupils can readily
understand {f the written material is prepared by the teacher at a level
commensurate with pupils’ experience. It places a great burden on
memory, however, and has been said to offer few or no opportunities to
acquire basic awareness of how the writing system works. Expansion of
the reading vocabulary and development of specific reading skills may
not take place unless the teacher goes further with supplementary ac-
tivities designed for specific skill practice.

The generative word method operates much as the global method.
Whole wards and complete sentences are presented, illustrated, and pro-
nounced by the pupils. After they have memorized the material and can
read it, they then are taught how to analyze sentences and words into
their component elements. Thus, they go from a meaning emphasis to
the code and analyze how the code has been put together to create the
meanings for them. They may discover syllables, sounds, letters, punc-
tuation marks, and capitalization. When pupils have finished the
analysis, they have a good grasp of both the code and the meaning. 1t has
been said that one danger is the pitfall of passivity in the pupils. The
teacher must do most of the analyzing; and once the pupils know what
the written language represents, there is not much motivation for them to
dig back into the parts that have created a meaningful whole for them
already.

Eclecticism. The eclectic racthod is one that combines successful
clements of both synthetic and analytic approaches in an attempt to offer
pupils an effective reading program. It may include the presentation of
whole sentences, identification of speech-print relationships by phonics,
look-say practice with flash cards, use of thg learner's own language, use
of pictures for clues, and a variety of other features drawn from several
methods.

It is prudent for teachers to consider first the pupil who is to be served
by the reading apprcach and to recognize that ne one method has a
monopoly on success in the classroom. There are pupils with great visual
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memories, pupils with well-developed oral language, and pupils with
good tactile-kinesthetic skills. There are also pupils who are weak in one
or more of these areas. Add to this the fact that some pupils have long at-
tention spans and some do not; some can persist in the completion of a
task and some cannot; some are able to take direction and follow instruc-
tions and some are not. Yet all pupils have somerthing the teacher may
draw upon to ensure that they find a measure of success in learning to
read

Which of the methods are applicable to the teaching of both English
and native language reading? Any method wisely used by a careful,
knowledgeable teacher can be applied {f it is suitable for the background
and unique needs of pupils (Thonis, 1976). If pupils' auditory integrities
are weak, 8 method that demands hearing and discriminating among fine
speech differences (as required by the phonic method) would be a poor
choice. If pupils have phenomenal visual strengths, a method that taps
this ability to remember visually presented materials and arrange them in
proper sequence (as the global method demands) may be an excellent
alternative. Pupils with impressive command of oral language and rich
stores of experiences may find an introduction to print that uses their
language and experience an exciting encounter. It is the teacher who must
select the best methods to make the most of the reading opportunities.
For language minority pupils, the language experience approach could be
vely cffective in the teaching of both English and native language
reading. A phonics method, one demanding the pupil to heaf sounds and
speech patterns, could be most productive for native language reading
and a disaster for English reading. Pupils could find it difficult if not im-
possible to hear accurately and to discriminate among the sounds of
English. A method using whole words and sentences taken solely from an
English-speaking cultural setting may be totally devoid of sensibility or
interest for language minority pupils. Thus, the choice of methods con-
ceivably could be difYerent for the fwo reading classes. It would be a
grave error to assume that the same methods would necessarily apply to
fhe teaching of both. It is essential to determine the method of the basis
of first- and second-language readiness to read each specific language
and the levels of language development in both native language and in
English.

Transition Period. What about the transition period during which the
pupil is led from first- and second-language literacy in English? Reading
teachers should develop criteris for placing their language minority
students in the reading classes in English. Amang these criteria are such
considerations as the pupils’ successful accomplishments in the native
language reading class, their proficiency in oral English, their specific
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ear-uninlngfortheﬁnslishsoundsystem.andtheirexpmmedintmin
dimwﬂngtheeontenttobeunbckedinﬂugﬁshpﬁnt.mmmimpor-
mmconsidmﬁoninthmcﬁteriaistimz.?upﬂsmmbegimmfﬁdmt
ﬁmetombﬁshmﬁwuyskﬂhinthdrfimhw.
Oneethededsionismdcthmﬂnpupilshavcmthemndmdsm
andthattheyeouldbeneﬁtfrominstmctionhmdlng&sﬁsh,thmm
someaddiﬁomlfaamtocomdu.mfmmmhwiththemdim
skﬂh,whichpupilswillbeabletotransferimmediaulyfmmn&me
hwmmmmmdm.mmmmfabmeﬁt.
however,isthceonﬁdmofanalmdylitmlumerwbohassuc-

of potential phonological, lexical, or structural sources of interference
fromthcwﬂdngsystanthatneedtobeanﬁdpawdandminimized.m
Enslishmdingteachermustwatchforanymbmmammtom
ventmem.Athirdconmistomvideknowledsemdopmuniﬁesto
pmcticencwskiﬂsspeciﬁctoﬂngﬁshmding. Word order patterns,
punctuation rules, multi-semantic vocabulary items, and other features
uniquetowﬁncnﬁnslishmustbemrmdinadditimtomoseehmems
that have transfer possibilities. Thus, transition to English demands ar
least the following: (1) definitive criteria for assessing pupils’ readiness to
engage in reading English, (2) recognition of areas that do not have to be
taught again, (3) clear understanding of skills that may transfer im-
mediately, (4) keen sensitivity to interference problems and the expertise
to deal effectively to minimize them, and (5) considerable competence in
meeonuasuvesoundsmdstmummmofbmhthemﬁvehnauasc
and English. '

Goodchoicesforthetmnsitienalstasemjshtbethelansuseex-
perience approach supported by a cautious program of phonic skills
basedonmndspﬂpilsmkurmdmy.mmmhodmishtbea
linguistic program, which presents short written patterns on the basis of
a regular sound-symbol correspondence fman - Dan - ran - fan, etc.) and
support this somewhat sterile, artificial written language by rich oral
English in poems, storytelling, choral speaking, and dramatizations. Still
anoﬂmmightbcamfuuypscedbasalmderappmschaumwdby
pictures, news events, and descriptions of life in the language minority
community as written in English. In this manner, the content of the basal
stories could be enlivened by content of cultural relevance to learners.
Thmmmanywmbinmionsofmethodsthmmuldwdlsupponthe
second language literacy plan in English. Teachers should be encouraged
to sift among the many methods for the winning combination for their
own pupils. :
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Management Systerns. What is the role of management systems in a
hilingual reading program? It is always desirable to have some means of
charting pupils’ progress in reading. If pupils are learning to read in one
language, it is important; if they are learning to read in two languages, it
is absolutely essential. Yet, the teacher must guard against the manage-
ment system taking over the program. The mansgement system is a
bookkeeping system only; it is not the reading program. To be useful, the
system should be short and simple. It should be easy to use and conve-
nient for the teacher who will use it. The system should contain some
built-in flexibility to accommodate differential levels of pupils and the
transiency rates in areas where pupils experience a high rate of schootl
transfer. A management system should not be toc costly, not only in
terms of the school’s budget, but it must also not extract a high price in
terms of the teacher’s time, tears, and frustration. The system should be
selected on the basis of its consistency with the established program
within the district. If some provision for the 2upils’ checking their own
progress can be build into the system, it provides greater freedom from
the paper chase that so often burdens teachers and teacher aides. Wise
experienced teachers have always had a management system of some
kind. The system should work for the reading program ~nd be supportive
of it. Teachers and administrators must be cautious that the management
syswndoesnotmkminstthemmanddoesnotbmmemcnd
in itself.

What is the importance of assessment? Assessment can be very impor-
tant and can contribute greatly to the success of a program of reading in
two languages. The major problem lies in the identification of sp-
propriate ways o0 assess the gains pupils are making and to redirect one’s
efforts if gains are in evidence. Assersment may involve the administra-
tion of standardized tests, the observation of pupils, the application of
informal measures, and other assessment techniques. It is wise to
remember that assessment is ar. appraisal of the program; it is not the
program. Therefore, assessment should be economical of both teacher
mdpupllﬁme.mmofinfwmsﬁonobminedthmushmmis
of much greater value. As teachers appraise the progress of pupils, they
may change objectives, edit materials, or alter timelines to improve
pupils’ chances for success. Assessment should be the servant not the

master of the reading program.
The Teachker. The most important element in an instructional plan for

" minority students who are learning in a classroom designed for the

lanvuage majority students is the teacher. It is always a competent and
caring teacher who makes the method and materials work. For language
minority students, the teacher ideally should know and appreciate the
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mmmmmm.mmi«mm.mmm
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mmmmrwmmm.mm
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Mmmmmpmmmmﬁmmmmmm
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mydimhbhﬂudmn'mofsdf.ﬁmm%iﬂymesodﬂmn—,
diﬁomomwhkhtheschmlbasﬂtﬂeornommmemkmlm
jecdmofaminoﬂwmpandmdrhmaaemybcmofthm.
Whhintheschoo!itsdf,homer,thehnpmtanccoﬂhemothﬁtonsue
inﬂnenhanmmtofintdleaualsmwth;merdevmofthespeech-
pdnteomecﬁoninthelmpmvementoﬂituacyskiﬂs;mdthcmof
ﬁmhnm&vdmhtheeﬁmﬁm‘ofmdmm
petmeymbemmmunimdtoevmmwhomkswhhmsuage
minority students. School-community contacts should be used to explain
anddescribetheneedsoflnnsmseminoﬁtysmdentsfromthe
framework of development and learning theories not from a social,
poﬁticalviewpoim.Adimateofaccemmatschoolmsysernme
studentsw:ﬂinsupporﬁnsthﬁudf-enmandinlnmsingtheircon-
fidence in their abilities to succeed in language and literacy accomplish-
ment.
The Materials. When majority lar guage students are learning to read,
one of the jcyous opportunities they have is their practice outside the
clmroom.Tbeymtaketheirmdmhomeorgomthelibmﬁawirh
thdrparcmaorfamﬂymunbm.?heymsumundedbym. adver-
tisements, newspapers, menus, and numerous written reminders that
reading and writing are valued. Out of school practice reinforces the
skills being developed in their daily lessons and results in improved learn-
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176 - Schooling and Language Minority Students:

ing. For language minority students, however, the extra practice depends
on several conditions. Many language minority children learning to read
the vernacular have parents who do not read. There are few library
books on the shelves in the school and community libraries to challenge
andddishtthem..mmaiodtylanguasemmundsthmwhenmey
leave the classroom. Newspapers, magazines, restanrant lists, notices,
and other written m. sterial are offered in the language of the majority.
Or, if language minority students are attempting to read in the second
hnsuan.theymyﬁndhmydifﬁcuhtohanﬂememwm&ns
and speech-print connections of the uncontrolled media beyond the
dm.lfmeywishtoshmthdrmdhnsumﬁmyskimm
their family, it may turn out that parents do not read the language. These
are social and cultural factors discussed by Bowen (1977) and Tucker
(1977) who fee! that social and cultural considerations are more impor-
tant than linguistic ones in deciding which literacy nrogram is best for
wm.mmodhummmdwmymu
expected to reflect the values of that souiety. The expectations of the
school and e community certainly must be weighed.

" An important issue is the selection of reading materials for language
minority students. Thiere are the dual concerns for the suitability of the
materials and their availability. If the r=ading decision results in the
teachinsofhnsuaaeminmitysmdentstonadinthdrnaﬁvelsngupse,it
may be very disappointing for the studen.. to find few or no books to
read. When majority language students learn to read, they are likely to
find the delight and wonder of stories, records, tapes, and other media
for practice and for pleasure. Minority language students ordinarily do
not find such treasures in school and community libraries of the United
States. Like most skills, the skills of literacy are of little value if they are
not used. If these students are to enjoy their hard-won skills, the school
must consider seriously the addition of native language books and other
materials to supplement the ¢iassroom instruction and to extend oppor-
tunities for growth in reading and thinking skills.

An appraisal of the suitability of materials is often a difficult task
because there are so many elements involved in their selection. Minimal-
ly, teachers should take into account appearance, illustrations, authen-
ticity of language, represeptative nature of the content, relevance to the
curriculum, and cost. Materials should be attractive; the print should be
anappropduesi::;thequalityofpapanndl'ndiugshouldbesdﬂuate
for the kind of use anticipated; vocabulary, structure, seatence length,
and concept load should be suitable; and the political or religious content
stiou'd be acceptable to the community. it is especially important that the
materials are not hastily patched together translations of English. The
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cultural content should be interesting and relevant to the language
minority students. The international literature of childhood and
adolescence is stocked with charming stories that enchant students
everywhere. Many classics from English have been lovingly translated in-
to other languages with great care and with attention to idiomatic expres-
sions; figurative innguage, vocabulary, and cultural detail. The

and values drawn from other cultural settings should be free from
stereotyping. The views of various ways of living should be presented ob-
jectively. Reading materials should emphasize the commonalities among
various groups as well as their differences. Reading materials carefully
chosen on the basis of the language needs and developmental levels of
minority students contribute greatly to learning success.

The Parents. 1t is noteworthy that successful reading programs,
regardless of approach or language sequence, generally include strong
support for reading at home. The literature describes the importance of
the value given reading, the reading interests of parents, the availability
of reading material, and the many other family variables that may con-
tribute o: detract from pupils’ learning to read. The iraditional recom-
mendations offered have been invitations to parents to volunteer in
classrooms; serve on schoo! committees; read to their children at home;
take them on visits to museums and places of historic interest; and other
such suggestions requiring time, transportation, materials, money, ang a
kmledgeofcommunitymoumthnmanyminoﬁtylmsum
families lack. School personnel also have been fairly consistent in their
recommendations that language minority families use the majority
language in the home. Parents who do attempt to follow this suggestion
mﬁkdytobcpmﬁdinsmhnsuagemmkandmﬂmedhnsuage
pmcticeinthemajodtyhnsua@ewhﬂeatmesameﬁmedenyingtheir
children the richness and variety of their native language competence, It
would appear that educators need to be more aware of the practical
realities of language minority families and more knowledgeable about
the impact of language on literacy before making suggestions thas may
not be in their students’ best interests.

It is highly consistent with the research to encourage parents to ¢
tinueusingthenativelansuageathom.meyshouldbeurgedtospeak
withandlistentotheirchildren.sothlistesﬁnsandspeaking
vocabularies can be increased and the background of concepts extended.
Language development is part of total development. Children’s home ex-
periences can offer vital opportunities for learning about the family's
history and heritage. The songs, dances, proverbs, poetry, recipes,
games, and the hundreds of other remembrances from the childhoods of
parents and grandparents offer not only a sense of self but also a wealth
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178 ' _ Scho. ling and Language Minority Students:

of language skills. Legarria-Marcaida (1981) has an exciting and prac-
tical list of suggested activitics that enhance the parents’ contribution to
their children’s reading potential.

In emcouraging parents to continue using the home language,
educators must take time to explain clearly their reasons for this recom-
mendation. Often, parents do not appreciate the educational value of the
home language in an English-speaking society. They need to be reassured
that English language competence is a major instructional goal. They
also need to be told that native language proficiency contributes to these
second language skills. The school has a significant responsibility to
facilitate understanding of the rationale, which supports the sequence of
language and literacy instruction.

The Best of Biliteracy

Cummins (1980) has stated that cognitive academic language potential
is strongly related to reading and writing skills. This potential permits
readers to process written language and manipulate the content in
reasoning and in dealing with abstractions. It is this ability that promotes
effective reading comprehension skills. The question of the most ap-
propriate reading program alternatives for the minority language student
can then be considered from the multiple viewpoint of: (1) which
language promotes cognitive development; (2) which writing system
makes the best connection with languagé and cognition; (3) which
reading program will be supported by social, political, and cultural fac-
tors; and (4) which alternative is best suited to the minority student’s
stage of development. There are doubtless other variables to consider in
reviewing the many complexities of literacy and biliteracy in a country
where the expected outcomes of the program have been the creation of
monolingual and monoliterate students. This goal has been in place fora
long period of educational history in the United States.

The case for native language reading instruction for language minority
students is strong. The rationale can be defendcd on logical grounds and
empirical evidence. The perceptual, sensory-motor, and cognitive pro-
cesses learned and practiced in any language have tremendous potential
for iransfer of developmental and learning principles are nu: violated,
Once language minority students have learned to read well and have
understood the strategies for obtaining meaning from print, these
abilities provide a solid foundation for literacy skills in the second
language. The essential characteristic of first language skills available for
supporting the addition of the second language is strength. Only strong
learnings transfer. Hasty, premature introduction to the second writing
system may result in two weak sets of skills, neither of which serves well
enough to be the carrier of content in school subjects.
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Language minority students need access to content areas by way of the
language and literacy, which makes sense to them. Mathematics, social
science, physical science, and other school subjects can be acquired and
clarified in the stronger language and once fully understood, can be
{abeled in the second language. Reading instruction is not an end in
itself. The reason that the years of middle childhood are usually em-
phasized as the period for acquiring reading and writing skills may be
found in the timetable of human development. These are the years for
acquiring the basic instruments for lifelong leaming. The growing com-
plexities of subject matter after the fifth grade matches the students’ in-
creased abilities to manage abstractions and formal logic. Reasoning
abilities, well-supported by language and literacy, allow students to ex-
pand their understanding of the world and the people in it. If students
re not given the opportunity to learn and fully develop their native
language, the subject areas must be taught at a slower pace and with as
much non-verbal representation as possible. Even with this effort,
language minority students may not be able to keep up with their
language majority classmates. High achievement is possible when
students are given textbooks for content areas in their stronger language
and at the suitable level for their age and grade placement. If the students
cannot read second language texts, alternative methods of presenting
concepts must be identified.

There is no argument among language researchers, developmental
psychologists, and reading theorists that written language is strongly
related to some aspects of oral language. There is also agreement that
language and literacy skills are mutually supportive and essential to
cognitive growth. In the best possible conditions for learning, students
would all read first the language, which has made their world a mean-
ingful place. They could come from the language of their families to the
language of instruction with confidence and ease. With the addition of
literacy, students could advance through the curriculum to the extent
that good instruction and intellectual potential would permit. Language
majority students do this and some are very successful; others ar. not.
Yet, the difficulties when they do arise are not compounded by language
differences as they are for minority students. With the growing numbers
of these students in classrooms of the United States, there is a serious
need to re-examine reading instruction alternatives for them. It is only
reasonable to expect that all communities cannot offer the advantages of
vernacular reading for all language ‘minority students. It is also very
reasonable to consider initial and conginuing native language reading in-
struction in communitics where large numbers of the same language
groups are found,
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Regarding the differences existing between immersion and submersion
programs, it may be useful to attempt to change some of the negative in-
fluences through a better exchange of information. The language majori-
ty group often fails to understand that the end in view Is also excellence
in English. There must be a continued effort to clarify the speech-print
connection in literacy and to emphasize the important role that language
and literacy skills play in the development of intelligence. A central pur-
pose of the school is to teach students to think. Thinking includes,
among other entities, problem solving, evaluating, creating, and reason-
ing. Well-developed speech and strong reading skills are instruments that
nurture thinking. For language minority students, there is the rich poten-
tial for speaking, reading, writing, and thinking in two languages.

Transferability of first language skills, both oral and written, is impor-
tant and possible. The potential for transfer of sensory-motor skills,
identical elements, principles, patterns, and attitude must be recognized
and promoted depending upon the languages involved. There should bea
sequence of language and literacy skills that searches out transfer
possibilities and watches carefully for potential interference. Exit criteria
are not applied, as the central issue to consider is the addition of more
formal second language instruction and the introduction of the written
English forms. There must be the expectation that when English
language skills are sfifficiently strong they, too, will carry content in the
subject areas. Seif-esteem is promoted not only through the accomplish-
ment of English but also by the advancement of native language abilities.
The school personnel, rather than recommending use of English in the
home, continues to encourage use of the native language in family ac-
tivities, which ealarge the students’ view of their environment and im-
prove their background of information. The program is one based on the
common underlying proficiency model, which recognizes the value of -
stimulating general language growth by way of the native language chan-
nel. The common underlying proficiency model also makes sense in
terms of stressing the use of the stronger language for instructional pur-
poses. There is the logical assumption that first language strength con-
tributes to second language acquisition and that second language
achievement is not diminished by the devclqpment of the first language.
Rather, excellence in the native language improves the chances of better
second language functioning. It is reasonable to expect that students who
talk well, read easily, think effectively in their own first language, and
have developmentally reached the stage of abstract thinking will also talk
well, read easily, and think effectively in the second language.

1390



A Theoretical Framework 181

REFERENCES

Bowen, ). Donald. “Linguistic Perspectives on Bilingual Education,” Frontiers of Bi-
lingua! Education, eds., Bernard Spolsky, and Robert L. Cooper. Rowley,
Massachusetts: Newbury House, 1977, pp. 106-118.

Coben, Andrew D, A4 Sociolinguistic Approach to Bilingual Education: Experiments in the
American Southwest. Rowley, Massachusetts: Newbury House, 1975.

——. "The Culver City Spanish Immersion Program: The First Two Years,” The Modern
Language Journal, LV, No. 3 (March, 1974), 95-103.°

— and Merrill Swain. “‘Bilingual Education: The ‘Immersion’ Model in the North
American Context,”” TESOL Quarterly, X, No. 1 (March, 1976), 45-53.

Cummins, James. “‘The Construct of Language Proficiency in Blingual Education.”
Paper presented at the Oeorgetown Roundtable of Language and Linguistics,
Georgetown University, March, 1980,

_.'-uwxmmummummwmofmm
Children," Bilingual Education Paper Series. Vol. 3 No. 2. Los Angeles, California:
National Disseminstion and Assessment Center, California State University,
Los Angeles, September, 1979,

Engle, Patricia Lee. The Use of Vermecuiar Longuages in Education: Language Medium in
Early School Years for Minority Groups. Papers in Applied Linguistics, Bilingual
Education Series, No. 3. Arlington, Virginia: Center for Applied Linguistics, 1975,

Furth, Hans Q. Thinking Wnkouflagm' Psychological Implications of Degfness. New
York: The Free Press, 1966.

Johnson, Doris 1., and Helmer R. Mykicbust. Learming Disabilities: Educotional
Principies and Practices. New York: Grune and Stratton, 1967.

Lambert, Wallace E. *“Culture and Language as Factors in Learning and Education,
Education of Immigrant Students, eds., A. Wolfgang. Toronto, Ontario, Canada:
Omtario Institute for Siudies in Education, 1975,

—e ind G. Richard Tucker. ngc&m The St. Lambert Ex-
periment. Rowley, Massachusetts: Newbury House , 1972,

Legarreta-Marcaida, Dorothy. “Effective Use of the Primary Language in the
Classroom," Schooling and Language Minority Students: A Theoretical Framework.
Los Angeies, California: Evalustion, Dissemination and Assessment Center, California
State University, Los Angeles, 1981.

Modiano, Nancy. “‘National or Mother Tongue in Beginning Reeding: A Comparative
Study," Research in theTeaching of English, 11, No. 1 (Spring, 1968), 32-43.

Shuy, Roger W. “Problems in Assessing Language Ability in’ Bilingual Education
Programs.” 1976. (Mimeographed.) ’

Skutnabd-Kangas, Tove, and Pertti Toukomaa. Teaching Migrani Chikdren's Mother
Tongwe and Learning the Language of the Host Couniry in the Context of the Socio-
Cvlturel Situation of the Migrant Family. Helsinki: The Finnish Nationa! Commission
for UNESCO, 1976.

Smith, Frank. Undersianding Reuding: A Psycholinguistic Anralysis of Reading and
Learning 1o Read. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1971,

Thonis, Elcanor W. Teeching Reading to Non-English Speakers. New York: Collier Mac-
millan International, 1970.

Troike, Rudloph C. *‘Research Evidence for the Effectiveness of Bilingua! Education,''
Bilingual Edwcation Paper Series. Vol. 2, No. S. Los Angeles, California: Nationa!
Dissemination and Asscssment Center, California State University, Los Angeles,
December, 1978, .

Tucker, G. Richard. *‘The Linguistic Perspective,' Bilingua! Education: Currens Perspec-
tives. Vol. 2. Aslington, Virginia: Center for Applied Linguistics, 1977.

191



APPENDIX

BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAM
QUALITY REVIEW INSTRUMENT,
KINDERGARTEN THROUGH GRADE SIX
1981-82

BASIC FORM

192



CONTENTS

Page

PART ONE: INTRODUCTION.... ................... e 185
Background. ..., 185
Development o1 . Bilingual PQRI/K-6............. 185

Current Utilization ~f the Bilingual PQRI/K-6..... 189
Administration...... ..., 189,

DOSIGN. . oo oo 190

Theoretical Framework.....:.............cocoeevin vverannn. 191

Additional Information...... ... 196
References...................... thee s e ee st i 196

PART TWO: BILINGUAL PROGRAM PROFILE..........ccc........... 202
PART THREE: OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS............cccocceoen..... 203
PART FOUR: ITEMS OF PROGRAM QUALITY........cccovvrein. 206

Component 1: Primary Language Deveiopment 206
Component 2: Second-Language Acquisition... opg

Cora' nent 3: Classroom Management............ 210

Component 4: Stafting and Staff Development. 54

Component 5: Family Services............ccoc.......... 212
¢




-

Appendix 185

Part One:- Introduction

Background

For the past several years, the Office of Bilingual Bicuitural
Education has undertaken a major project to assist schoot
districts in planning, implementing, and evaluating programs for
language minority students at the elementary school level,
kindergarten through grade six. This effort has focused on bridg-
ing the gap between current research and theory and promising
program practices. The Bilingual Education Program Quality
Review Instrumert, Grades K-6 (Bilingual PQRI/K-68) and other
publications represent the QOffice of Bilingual Bicultural Educa-
tion’s best efforts to provide timely technical assistance based
on the most recent research studies in the field of bilingual
education,

The Bilingual PQRI/K-6 serves four major purposes. First, it is
a guide to be used by school district personnel in designing and
improving bilingual education programs. Second, when used as
an on-site review instrument, the Bilingual PQRI/K-6 furnishes
schools with important formative evaluation input regarding their
programs for language minority students. Third, the instrument
is a data collection device that assists the Office of Bilingual
Bicultural Education in identifying current practices and promis-
ing developments in bilingual education programs at the project,
school, and classroom levels. Finally, the Bilingual PQRI/K-B is a
vehicle by which the Office of Bilinguai Bicultural Education can’
promote research-based standards for the operation of bilingua!
education programs.

The items of quality contained in the Bilingual PQRI/K-6 are
based on major principles concerning educational programs for
limited- and non-English proficient students. The principles‘were
developed by Office of Bilingual Bicultural Fducation personnel!
after a careful and thorough review of the literature on educa-
tional practices for language minority students; and they repre-
sent a synthesis of the most recent, well-controlied research and
evaluation studies. The items of quality included in the Bilingual
PQRI/K-8 correspond to a set of state standards for bilingual
education programs.,

Development of the Bilingual PQRI/K-6

In 1977, staff members in the Office of Bilingua! Bicultural
Education developed the original version of the Bilingual
PQRI/X-6. Assisted by two private evaluation firms, the statf
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field-tested the instrument in more than 40 schools operating
state and federa'ty funded programs. Additionally, the instru-
\ ment was critiqued at a field input session attended by more

than 30 classroom teachers, resource specialists, and program
directors. ‘ . '

in 1978, only minor revisions were made in the instrument.
Nevertheless, initial steps were taken to ensure that the items of
quality included in the Bilingual PQRI/K-& were based on
research studies and program evaluations. Earlier, many of the
iteams in the instrument were based solely on legal requirements
or the suggestions of bilingual educators and other program
specialists. In June, 1978, a special symposium on the Bilingual
PQRI/K-6 was heid in Asilomar, California. The purpose of the
symposium was to discuss current research and evaluation tind-
ings regarding primary language development in bilingual cross-
cultural programs. The results of the symposium- provided the
stimulus for future revisions of the Bilingual PQRI/K-6. The
following specialists participated in the Asilomar Symposium:

Rosa Kestelman . .

East Los Angeles City College

Susana Maiztegui

Stockton City Unified School District

M. Pilar de Olave

University of San Francisco.

Rosaura Sanchez

California State University, San Diego

in 1979, the Bilingual PQRI/K-6 underwent a major review. The
Office of Bilingual Bicuitural Education contracted a group of
technical experts to assist in making moditfications and expand-

; ing the scope of the instrument. The following researchers and
. specialists participated In intensive work sessions:
Alma Flor Ada
University of San Francisco -
Eduardo Hernandez-Chavez *

instituto de Lengua y Cullura
Concord, California

Dennis Parker
Corona-Norco Unified School District

Jacqueiyn Schachter
University of Southern California

Q ) 19;}
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Eleanor Thonis
Wheatland Elementary School District

Additionally, a draft of the instrument was sent to recognized
researchers in bilingual education and linguistics. Written cri-
tiques were received from the following:

, Theodore Andersson
University of Texas, Austin

Alfredo Castaneda
Stanford University

James Cummins

Ontario Institute. for Studies in Education
Tracy C. Gray '
Centei for Applied Linguistics

Arlington, Virginia

John J. Gumpernz
University of California, Berkeley

Christina Bratt Paulston
University of Pittsburgh

Since 1980, relatively few revisions have been made to the Bi-
lingual PQRI/K-8. However, the instrument is now supported by a
series of articles focusing on language deveiopment and
language acquisition in bilingual settings. Schooiing and
Language Minority Students: A Theoretical Framework has been
developed by the Office of Bilingual Bicultural Education as a
means of providing to school districts a theoretical rationale for
the design and Implementation of instructionai programs for
language minority children. The standcrds of implementation
promoted by the Bilingual PQRI/K-6 are, as accurately as possi-
ble, based on the empirical evidence presented in the above-
mentioned coliection of papers.

Each year, teachers, resource specialists, and schoo! ad-
ministrators are given an opportunity to provide input regarding
the Bilingual PQRI/K-6 and the review process. Field input
meetings havé been held in northern and southern California in
addition to special feedback sessions with reviewers. Also, statf
members, parents, and community members agsociated with the
schools reviewed are given opportunities to react to the instru-
ment and the review process. In 1980, approximately 200 evalua-
tion forms were received from 24 schools. Reports were received
from classroom teachers (87), administrators (28), instructionat - -
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aides (53), resource teachers (19), parents/community members

- (3), and others (7). Some of the results from this survey are
displayed below:

Question

Response
Don't
Yes No Know
Has yowr program used the
Bilingual PQRI/K-6 as a
resource document? 149 27 21

Have you personally used the
Bilingual PQRI/K-6 in plan-
ning for program improve-
ment? 139 46 12

Will you include the findino=

from the Bilingual PQRI/K-o in

planning for program im- ’

provement? 174 5 18

From a technical point of
viey, was the review con-
ducted properiy? 158 11 24

From a human relatigns point
of view, was the raeview con-
ducted properly? 154 28 11

Did the reviewers. com-
municate well both in English
and the primary language of
the limited English-proticient
students? 150 11 32

Weré both the purpose and
process of the review visit
completely and clearly ex-
plained by the reviewers? 168 21 4

Can you suggest any ways in
which the reviaw process ‘
coulid be improved? 100 76 17

in summary, it is ciear that the Bilingual PQRI/K-6 has made an
important contribution in assisting bifingual program teachers,
aldes, and administrators in designing, implementing, and modi-
A fying programs for language minorily students.
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Current Utilization of the Bilingual PQRI/K-6 ,

The use of tha Bilingual PQRI/K-6 allows for consistent and ob-
jective reviews of elementary’ school bilingual education pro-
grams. The instrument matches school level services with A,

- Calitornia standards for bilingual sducation. The Instrumant is

intended to be used by reviewers who are experienced bilingual

educators and who are bilingual and biliterate in the minority

language of the prc.gram being reylewed. '
The Bilingual FQR|/K-6 is used by the Office of Bilingual

"Blcultural Education t6 conduct reviews of bilingual programs

funded under the provisions of ESEA, Title Vil. For this purpose
the instrument has been recognized by the Office of Bilingual
Education and Minority Language Affairs of the United States
Education Department. In addition, the California State Depart-
ment of Education promotes the standards in the Bilingual
PQRI/K-6 as sound educationa! practices to be used with
language minority students in bilingual programs required by
state law.

Administration

Typically, the Biingual PQRI/K-6 is used by a team of trained
reviewers at a single school site. During a two to three day visit,
the reviewers evaluate bilingual program services for students
from one specific minority language group. Not more than seven
classrooms are reviewed during any one visit. Revieswers are
trained by personnel In the Office of Bilingual Bicultural Educa-
tion and, conduct reviews in accordance with the directions
found in the current edition of the Reviewers Manual—Bilinguai
PQRI/K-6. - )

Presently, the ""basic form" of the Bilingual PQRI/K-6 contains

.. 19 Items of program quality. Each item includes one or more
criterion statements. The ratings are based on Information col-

lected by: (1) interviewing school site staff,’ (2) observing
classroom activities, and (3) examining student records. A rating
reflects the number of observations in which the reviewers deter-
mine that the ariterion is met as compared 10 the total number of
observations {nade by the reviewers.

The following is a sample rating:

Number of observations during which ,_,,:;:‘:‘;’}

the criterion was met e ! __ SAMPLE RATING
2 o Total number of observations @~ =~~~ —~~
e 3 made for the item H
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For instance, if a feviewer rated a particular criteriog statement
7. this would mean that out of three total observations made,
the criteriop was met in two of the observations.

A set 'of cperational definitions is included in Part Three of this
document. The definitions are intended to provide readers with a’
greater common understanding of the bilingual education ter-
minology used in the Bilingual PQRI/K-8. The operational defini-
tions also assist reviewers in rhaking more accurate determina-
tions when rating individual criterion statements. ‘

If a bilingual program selects an ‘approach or methodology
that is different from that stated in an itgm or corresponding
criterion statement, thr program may still receive credit for
meeting the criterion provided that a level of equal effectiveness

can be demonstrated. To demonstrate such effectiveness, the
prre-ara must furnish the following evidence: (1) a written
~aygription of the approach or methodology selected, and (2)
1.. Jings of a research or evaluation report which-supports the
. use of the aiternative. .

Design
The Bilingual PQRI/K-6 corsists of four parts:

Fart One:  Introduction

Part Two: Bilingual Program Profile
Part Three Operational Definitions
Part Four: Items of Program Quality

Part Four is further divided into five components:

Component 1: Primary Language Development

Component 2: Second-Language Acquisition

Component 3: Classroom Management

Component 4: Stafting and Staff Development

Component 5: Family Services

Each component consists of a ser%es of tems and correSponding
criterion statements,

In some instances, school ofﬂc!ais request review of an in-
structional or support component not included atiove. The Office
of Bilingual Bicultural Education is in the process of developing
additional components on topics h as (1) parent and com:
munity involvement, (2) second language instkiction for native’
speakers of English and other students of fluent Engiish proti-
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. . . ¢
ciency, and (3) muiticultural education. Upon request, one or
more of these supplementary components. will be used in addi-

tion to the “basic form™ of the Bilingual PQRI/K-6. ‘

Theoretical Framework

The following major principles, related principles, and stan-
dards of implementation constitute a theoretical framework for
_the design and implementation ot bilingual education programs.

The Goal of Bilingual Education Programs

The goal of bilingual education programs is to allow all par-
ticipating students to develop the highest degree possible of
language, academic, and soclal skillg necessary to parficipate
fully in all aspects of life.

Major Principles of Bilingual Education Programs

Supported by a substantial amount of empirical evidencu, the
four major principles upon which bilingual education programs
should be based ase as follows:

1. In order to gain the maximum academic benefits from

schooling, language minority students must develop high

i levels of ianguage proficiency in both English and the
primary language (Cummins, 1978b, 1981; Devslopment
Associates, 1980; Duncan and DeAvila, 1979; Kessier and
Quinn, 1980; Lambert, 1978; Lapkin et al., 1979; Legarreta-
Marcaida, 1981; Okoh, 1979; Rosler and Hoim, 19%0; Swain,
1878; Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa, 1976).

2. Language proficiency consists of at jeast two dimensions:
Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skilis (BICS) and
Cognitive/Academic Language Proficlency (CALP). Basic
Interpersonal Communicative Skills refer to the universal
aspects of language proficiency that are normally acquired
by all native speakers of a language. Cognitive/Academic
Language Proficiency refers to language skiils that are
associated with fiteracy and cognitive development and
that are learned, usually through formal Instruction
(Caramazza and Brones, 1880; Cummins, 1980; 1981; Dulay
and Burt, 1978; Geneses, 1979; Hammill and McNutt, 1980).

3. For language minority students the development of high
levels of Cognitive/Academic Language Proficlency in the
primary language forms the basis for similar proficlency in
the second language, allews normal academic progress,
assists in the acquisition of the second language by In-
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.creasing the range of "compréhensible input,” and pro-
mdtes positive adjustment of both minority and majority
cultures (Cummins, 1979a, 1979b, 1980, 1981; Cziko, 1978;
Development* Associates, 1880; Downing, 1978; Manson,
1979; Kamingky, 1977; Lasonen, 1980; Skutnabb-Kangas,
1979, Taft and Bodi, 1980; Tucker, 1975). ! o
. When given sufficient access to ‘““‘comprehensible second
language input” and positive motivation to learn English,
language minority students acquire Basic Interpersonal
Communicative Skills in Engtlish (Dulay and Burt, 1973,
1978, Krashen, 1976, 1978, 1981; Legarreta, 1979; Saville-
Troike, 1978; Terrell, 1977, Wagner-Gough and Hatch, 1975).

Related Principles of Bllingual Education Programs

“The following are related principles concerning bilingual
education programs: ) '

1. By the age of five or six, all children except those with

special learning disabilities have acquired Basic Interper-
_sonal Communicative Skills in a variety of the home
Nanguage (Cazden, 1972; Cummins, 1980; Gaarder, 1979).

2. Sociolinguistic factors inside and outside the school in-

fluence the language attitudes of both students and
teachers. Even though factors exist outside the school, they
may be infiuenced by the school (Garcla, 1979; Laosa, 1975;
Lapkin et al., 1979; Schumann, 1976, 1978). -

3. The amount and quality of primary language use in the

home Is positively associated with student readiness for
the academic demands of schooling and continued’
primary languagé development in the school (Cholewinski

+ and Holliday, 1979, Cooley, 1978; Cummins, 1979a, 1981;
Laosa, 1975; Ramirez and Politzer, 1975; Shafer, 1978;
Wells, 1979).

4. The ability of teachers to speak the primary language’ of

minority language students is positively related to both
primary language development and second-language ac-
quisition (Merino et al., 1979; Penaloza-Stromquist, 1980:
Ramirez, 1978).

5. The language proficiencies of language minority students

in English and the primary language vary in accordance
with a number of factors, such as socletal domain,
languagae variety, speech situation, relationship between
speakers, and cognitive demands of the task (Edleman,
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1968; Fishman, 1971; Hernandez-Chavez et al., 1978; Labov,
: 1970). '

- 6. Inthe acquisition of second language, Basic Interpersonatl
Communicative Skiils, affective factors are more Impor-
tant than biological maturity, age, or language aptitude
(Chastain,1975; Krashen, 1973; Schumann, 1975, 1978
Seliger, 1977, Terrell, 1877).

7. Teachers' knowledge of second-language acquisition and
first-language development processes Is positively related
to English language acquisition and first-language
development by language minority students (Pefaloza-
Stromquist, 1980; Ramirez, 1978; Ramirez and Stromquist,
1979; Rodriguez, 1980). ¢ )

8. Second-language acquirers have an innate ability to pro-
cess “comprehensible language Input,” to internalize

\ language rules, and to apply those rules to produce an in-
finite number of appropriate and acceptable utterances
(Diller, 1978; Dulay and Burt, 1573; Krashen, 1978, 1881).

: 9. In a natural communication situation, language minority
students will agquire Engiish grammatical structures in a
predictable order. However, complete ‘mastery of a
specific structure 15 not a prerequisite for the acquisition
of laterlearned structures, since speech errors are

- developmental and a natural part of second-language ac-
- quisition (Batiey et al., 1974; Dulay and Burt, 1974; Krashen,
- 1981; Selinker, 1972; Selinker ot al., 1975).

10. Programs with informed and involved- parents and com-
munity members are more likely to reflect community
desires and,are therefore more likely to achieve program-
matic goals (Fantini, -1970; Gofdon, 1978;: Levin, 1970;
Schimmel and Fischer, 1977; Stearns et al., 1873).

Standards of implementation for Bilingua! Education Programs

The 3ouowlng standards of implementation pertain to biiingual
education programs. These standards form the basis for the
items Included in the Bilingual PQRI/K-8: :

1. lLanguage minority students receive instruction in and
through the primary janguage on a consistent basis
throughout kindergarten to grade six (Cummins, 1980,
1881, Evaluation Assoclates, 1978; Legarreta, 1979; Rosier
and Farslla,- 1976; Rosier and Hplm, 1980; Skutnabb-
Kangas, 1979).
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On an average, the primary language is used approximate-
ly 50 percent of the time (Cummins, 1980, 1981; Evaluation
Associates, 1978; Krashen, 19561; Legarreta, 1979,
Legarreta-Marcaida, 1981; Rosler and Farella, 1976, Rosm
and Holm, 1980; Skutnabb-Kangas, 1979). ‘
Language minority students receive formal readlng in-
struction in the primary language. Criteria are established
and followed for the introduction of formal English
language reading instruction (Cholewinski and Holliday,
1979; Chu-Chang, 1981; Cooley, 1979; Cummins, 1980;
Cziko, 1978; Dank and McEachern, 1979; Downing, 1978,
Fischer and Cabello, 1978; Genesee, 1979; Legarreta, 1979;
Magiste, 1979; Modiano, 1974; Rosier, 1977; Thonis, 1976,
1980, 1981; Tucker, 1975).

Sufticient primary language reading materials are
available for lungyage minority students at all grade levels
to conduct subject-matter classes and promote reading for
both function and pleasure (Rosler and Holm, 1980; San-
tiago and de Guzman, 1877; Thonis, 1976, 1980, 1981).

Sufticient bilingual teachers are available to instruct
language minority students. Such teachers have native or
near native proﬁctenc)‘.ln the primary language, possess
the appropriate adult-to-child and aduit-to-adult registers,
and are sensitive to and accepting of varieties of the
minority language (Adams and Frith, 1979; Legarreta-
Marcaida, 1881; Merino et al. 1979; Penaloza-Stromquist,
1980; Rosier and Hoim, 1980).

Teachers are knowledgeable of the primary language
development process (Penaloza-Stromquist, 1980;
Ramirez, 1978; Ramirez and Stromquist, 1979; Thonis,
19786, 1981).

in instructional settings, the teaching staff avoids creating
situations that promote language mixing (Duiay and Burt,
1978; Legarreta, 1979; Legarreta-Marcaida, 1881).
Second-language acqyirers are provided with sufficient ex-
posure to ‘“comprehensible second-language input"”
(Krashen, 1976, 1978, 1981; Terrell, 1977, 1881). -
“Comprehensible second-language input™ opportunities
focus on communicative content rather than on language
forms (Dulay and Burt, 1976, Krashen, 1978, 1978, 1981;
Terrell, 1977, 1981).
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10. “Comprehensible second-language input’ opportunities
are created, in part, by the use of concrete contextual
referents (Asher, 1977; Dulay and Burt, 1973, 1976;
Krashen, 1978, 1981).

11. During *“comprehensible second-language input” oppor-
tunities, students are grouped in a manner that ensures
that the input Is comprehensible to all participants (Dulay
and Burt, 1973, 1976; Krashen, 1978, 1981; Terrell, 1977,
1881). . )

12. Especially In the initial stages of second-language acquisi- ‘
tion, the teaching staff allcws students Jo respond in Ly,
L2, or a combination of both (Cohen and Swain, 1976:
Schumann, 1975, 1978; Terrell, 1977, 1881). -

*® 13. During “comprehensible second-language input” oppor-
tunities, the teaching staff seldom corrects the language
form errors of L2 acquirers (Dulay and Burt, 1976; Krashen,
1981; Terrell, 1977, 1981).

14. Teachers are knowledgeable of the second-language ac-
quisition process (Ramirez and Stromquist, 1979,
Rodriguez, 1980).

15. School personnel use a varigty of information sources
relating to student language proficlency, use, and attitude
when diagnosing students' needs and determining their
placement (Cummins, 1980, 1981; Rosansky, 1979},

16. Staff members are given language, methodology, and
cultural training to develop the skills necessary to imple-
ment instructional programs for language minority
students (Ramirez and Stromquist $1979; Rodriguez, 1980).

17. Parents and community are given sufficient, accurate in-
formation regarding instructional programs for language
minority students (Fantini, 1970; Gordon, 1978; Levin, 1970;
Schimmel.and Fischer, 1977, Stearns et al., 1973).

18. The teaching staff encourages language minority parents to
use L1 in the home with their children, especially in ac-
tivities such as poems, songs, storytelling, and reading. The
purpose of such activities is to provide an appropriate con-
text for quality interaction between parents and their
chiidren; interaction in which there is “negotiation of mean-
ing" (Cholewinski and Hoiliday, 1879; Cooley, 1979: Cum-
mins, 1879a, 1981, Weils, 1979).

19. Opportunities are provided for language minority parents
and community to participate on the school advisory com-
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mittee and to suggest improvements in the school program
(Fantini, 1970; Gordon, 1978; Levin, 1970; Schimmel! and
Fischer, 1977; Stearns et al., 1973).

20. Evaluation procedures provide decision makers with the in-
formation they need to validate or modify instructional ac-
tivities (Alkin et al., 1979; Patton, 1978).

Position

The adherence to the above principles and the application of
the above standards of implementation will greatly improve
second-language acquisition and general cognitive/academic
achievement of language minority students. For most language
minority students, this means significantly improved schoo! pro-
grams and greater potential to realize vocational and higher
education goals.

Additional Information

For further information on the Bilingual PQRI/K-6 and the
school review process, contact the Office of Bilingual Bicultural
Education, California State Department of Education, 721
Capitol Mall, Sacramento, CA 95814, (916) 445-2872. ‘
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Funding sources

f. None of‘the above

Teacher credential status

1. EIAJLES-NES a. Bilingua! cross-cultural

2. EIA/ISCE specialist credential

3. Titie Vi b. Standard credential with bi-
4. Title | lingual emphasis -

5. Migrant Education c. Emergency credential

8. SIP d. Certificate of competence
7.0ther_ __ e. Walver ’
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tnstructional aide description
_Minority Language Pro-
ticiency*
x. None
y. Unassessed
2. Assessed
* per operational
No. 10 {3ee next section}
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Part Three: Operational Definitions

The operational definitions listed below are provided to ensure
a commdn understanding of bilingual education terminology
used in the Bilingual PQRI/K-8. When these terms are used In the
items and griterlon statements, they are italicized to alert ‘the
reader that a special term has been encountered.

1.

Basic interperaonal Communicative Skills: a construct

developed to rafer to the basic communicative fluency

achleved by all normal native speakers of a language.
Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skiils are not strongly
related to academic performance in formal schooling con-
texts. Language proficiency assessment instruments,
which are based on samples of “natural speech,” are
essantially- measures of one's Basic dnterpersonal Com-
municative Skills.

.~ Bllingual credential: one of the fono{wlng credentials or

certificates: (a) bilingual cross-cultural speclalist, (b)
standard credential with bilingual emphasis, (c) emergen-
Cy credential, and (d) certificate of competency.

Bilingual program orientation document: a written state-
ment that describes the Intent and content of the bilingual
education program. Information is included on at least the
following topics:'

a. Services for different types of students (e. g., LEP, NEP,

and native English speakers)

b. Probable student and program outcomes

- €. Student identification and placement procedures

d. Curriculum and Instructional services N )

e. Staffing arrangements

f. Parent and community involvement opportunities
Cognitive/Academic Language Proficlency: a construct
developed to.refer to aspects of language proficlency
strongly associated with literacy and cognitive develop-
ment. Cognitive/Academic Language Proficiency Is

. strongly related to academic performance in formal

schooling contexts. Standardized achievement tests are
an example of a measure used to determine one's
Cognitive/Academic Language Proficiency.

Communicative-based ESL: a second language Instruc-
tional approach in which the goals,; teaching methods and
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techniques,” and aﬁsésgments_ of student progress are all

based on behavioral objectives defined in terms of abilities .

to communicate messages in the target language. In
communicative-based ESL, the focus is on language func- .
tion and use and not on language form and usage. Ex-
ampjes of .communicative-based ESL instructional ap-
proaches include Suggestopedia, Natural Approach, Com-
mysity Language Leaming, and Total Physical Response.
Comprohensible second-language Input: a construct
developed to describe understandable and meaningful
language directed at L2 acquirers under optimal condi-
tions. Comprehensible L2 input is ¢ terized as

language the L acquirer already knows (i) plu¥a range of -

new language (i + 1), which is' made comprehensible in
formal schooling contexts by the use of certain planned
strategies. These strategies include but are not limited to:
(a) focus on communicative content rather than language
forms; (b) frequent use of concrete contextual referents; (c)
lack of restrictions on Ly use by L2 acquirers, especialiy in
the initial stages; (d) careful grouping practices; (e)
minimal overt language form correction by teaching staff;
and (f) provision of motivational situations. .
Continuum of skilis—primary language literacy, grades
K-8: a list of developmental skilis consisting of two parts:
a. A list of at least 10 specific reading skilis in each of the
following topit areas: (1) reading readiness; (2)
dedoding; (3) literal and inferential comprehension; (4)
®iiterary skills such as critical reading, aesthetic ap-
preciation, and reading flexibllity; and (5) study skills.

b."A list of at least 10 specific writing skiils in each of the
following topic areas: (1) handwriting, (2) spelling, (3)
mechanics, and (4) discourse. *

Continuum of skills—primary oral language development,

grades K-6: a list of developmental skills consisting of at

leqst 10 specific skills in each of the following topic areas;

(a) vocabulary, (b) grammar, and (c) language use/language

functions. '

Criterla for the Introduction of formal English language

reading Instruction: a written statement containing

spacific criterla for the introduction of formal reading in-
struction In English to LEP students. One criterion must
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10.

11.

12.

[

specity a minimal level of oral English language proficien-
Cy. A second criterion ~must }indicate attainment of
specified primary ianguage reading skills In at least the
following topic areas: (a) reading readiness, (b) decoding,
(c) literal and Inferential comprehension, (d) literary skills,
and (e) study skills. )

Criteria for minarity language proficlency—teacher aides:

, @ written documont indicating assessment criteria and

assessment of each bilingual cross-cultural teacher aide.

It specifies a minimalgroficiency in each of the following

areas of the minority language: (a) pronunciation, (b) gram-

mar, (c) vocabulary, (d) fluency, (e) comprehension, and (f)

literacy. The minimal qualifying proficiency Is equivalent

t¢ a Foreign Service Institute score of S/IR-3 + .

Fotmative evaluation report: a report summarizing the find-

ings of evaluation efforts carried out to impreve a program

in progress. The report contains recommendations for pro-
gram maodification and addresses at least three of the
following topics:

a .The extent to which the goal of staffing the program
with bilingual pessonnel Is being met,

b. The extent to which instructional activities are occur-
ring as planned, . (

c. The extent to which language use in the classrooms
matches the program pian, -

d. The extent to which students in the program are
meeting instructional objectives, '

e. The extent to which family services are being provided
as planned,

f. The extent to which project funds are being spent as
planned,

g. The extent to which information regarding the intent and
content of the bilingual program has been disseminated
to all parents, and ) ) '

h. The extent to which staff development activities are oc-
curring as planned. .
Grammar-based ESL: a second language instructional ap-
pro in which the goals, teaching methods and tech-
niques, and assessments of student progress are ali based
on behavioral objectives defined in terms of abtlities to

i /
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produce grammatically correct utterances in the target

. language. In grammar-based ESL, the {gcus is on language

: form and usage and not on language function and use. Ex-

dmples of grammar-based ESL instructional approaches

include Grammar-Transiation, Audiolingualism, and
Cognitive Codes.

13. Immersion classes: subject-matter class periods delivered
in L2 in which teachers: (a) group L2 acquirers together, (b)
speak in a native speaker-to-second ,language acquirer
register similar t» “motherese" or “‘foreigner talk,” and (c)
provide L2 acquirers with substantial amounts of “com-
prehensible second language input.”

14.  Individual student language profile: a written record, readi-
oy accessible to classroom teachers, that contains infor-
mation on at least four of the following topics:

a. Home language use,

b. School language use,

c. Student and parent attitudes toward the home
language, culture, and bilingual education,

d. Language test resuits in both Ly and L2 (Bilingua! In-
terpersonal Communicative Skiills and Cognitive/Aca-
demic Language Proficiency measures),

. e. Results of interviews by bilingual education specialists,
and

f. Classroom teacher observations.

15. Planned Instruction: at least three organized lessons total-

‘ing at least 100 minytes of instruction each week.

. Students recelving planﬁed instruction irr or through the
minority language have a testbook or equivalent material
in that language for each specific subject area.

: Paﬁ Four: Items of Program Quality

Component 1: Primary Language Development
1. The program has a continuum of skills for primary oral
language and literacy development.

a. Teachers can show a continuum of skills-—primary
oral language development, grades K-6.
"b. Teachers can show a continuum of skills—primary
language literacy, grades K.§.

N2
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. Comments:

2. Primary oral language and primary language literacy in-’
struction are conducted on a regular basis.
a. Teachers can shqw a schedule or lesson plan in- K5
dicating that designated students receive planned In- Z
struction in primary oral language.

. b. Teachers can show a schedule or lesson plan in- K-8
dicating that designated students receive planned in
struction in primary language literacy.

Commaents:

& i -

3. Primary oral language and primary Ianguags literacy .n-
struction are conducted in an organized manner.
-a. Primary oral language and primary languaga literacy K6
sesslons are conducted only in the prlmary !anguhge

Commaents: N

4. The teaching staff is knowledgeabla about the main
features of the methodology used for primary language
literacy Instruction.

a. Participating classroom teachers can describe at B
least two main features of the methodology used for
primary language literacy instruction. .

Commaents: .

5. Students In bilingual classrooms have access to a varie-
ty of reading materials in the minority language that are
appsopriate for their age and grade level.

a. In a sampie of students who receive primary language
literacy Iinstruction, each student has a textbook or
locally developed reader.

£

216




Appendix

-

b. Teachears can axhibit either 30 differant books Iin he

Comments:

classroom or 50 different books in the library or media
" center.

. The primary language is used as a medium of instruc-

tion for at ieast two subject matter areas in the bilingual
classrooms.

a’

CoMmmaents:

Teachers can 'show a schedule or lasson plan In-
dicating that each designated student receives
planned Instruction in social studies through the
primary language.

) and/or

. Teacher can show a schedule or lesson blan in-

dicating thal each "designated student receives
planned instruction in science through the primary
language.

. andlor -

. Teachers can show a schedule or lesson plan in-

dicating that each designated student recelives

"planned instruction in mathematics through _the

primary language.
and/or

. Teachers can show a schedule or lesson plan in-

dicating that each designated student receives
planned instruction in an el ctive subject through the
primary language.

[Indicate slective(s): ]

Lessons delivered through the primary language in
the above subject matterareas dre conducted only in
he primary language.

217
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Component 2: Second-Language Acquisition
7. The teaching staff is knowledgeable about the dlstlnc

tion between second-language learning and ‘second-
language acquisition.

a. Tea~hers in participating classrooms are able to iden-
tity at least three differences between
communicative-based ESL and grammar-based ESL
instructional approaches.

Comments:

. Students of limited Englist. proficiency are provided
adequate exposure to comprehensible second-language
input under optimat conditions.

a. Records in each classroom indicate that designated
LEP utudents receive planned Instruction in
communicative-based ESL.

b. Records in each classroom indicate that designated
LEP students receive planned Instruction in English
immersion classes.

c. During observations of planned instructional periods
designed to provide L2 acquirers with comprehensi-
ble second-language Input, the teaching staff con-
sistently demonstrates all of the following practices:

(1) Maintains focus on communicative content
rather than language forms,

(2) Uses concrete contextual raferents,

.(3) Does not restrict L1 use by L2 acquirers,

(4) Groups students so that all participants receive
substantial amounts of comprehensible second
fanguage input, and

(5) Does not overtly correct language form errors of
L2 acquirers.

Comments:

NZ
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&
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Component 3; Ciassroum Management
9. Students are placed in appropriate first- and second-
language instruction based on information collected on
the individual student language profiles.
K-8
a. Teachers are able to show an individual student
language profile for each student enrolled in the bi-
lingual program.
Comments:

10. The program has written criteria for the introduction of
- formal English language reading instruciion to students
of limited English proficiency.

' K
a. Teachers in the participating classrooms are able to @
describe the program criteria for the introduction of
formal English language reading Instruction to
students of limited English proficiency.
Comments:

11. Studéﬁts of limited English proficiency are consistentiy
placed in English reading instruction on the basis of the
criterla established by the bilingual program.

a. A scmple of LEP student profiles and observations of
English reading lessons indicate that only those LEP
students who have met the criterla for the Introduc-
tion of formal English language reading Instruction
are receiving such instruction.

Comments:

12. Language minority students in the bilingual program
receive Ly instruction in ample amounts and on a con-
sistent basis to adequately sustain academic achieve-
ment.

. K-6
a. A review of the student records indicates that at least Z
50 percent of the students who have been ensolled in
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the bilingual program for at teast four full school
years are at or above grade level expactancy on any
appropriate measure of Cognitive/Academic
Language Proficiency.

Commaents:

Compgonent 4: Staffing and Staf! Development
13. Staff members are proficient in the minority language.

a. Teachers have bilingual credentials. ﬁ
K-8
b. Teacher aldes meet the criteria tor minority language Z
proficlency-—teacher aides.
Comments:

14. The training needs of each teacher and teacher aide
have been assessed.

a. Records Indicate that the training needs of each
teacher and teacher aide have been assessed during
the current school year in at least the following topic
areas:

(1) Cultural heritage of the minority students,

(2) Primary language development,

(3) Second-language acquisition,

(4) Literacy instruction in the primary language,

(5) Basic intent and content of a bilingual educa-
tion program,

(6) Language assessment procedures, and

(7) Language development for teachers and aides
(English or minority language).”

Comments:

15. The program provides training sessions that are based
on the assessed needs of the staff.

a. Teachers in the participating classrc:oms can give at Z‘
least two exampies of training sessions attended dur-
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ing the current school year that, in their opinion,
enhanced their teaching skills in bilingua! education.
~ K-8
b. Teacher aides in the participating classrooms can
give at least two examples of training sessions at-
tended during the current school year that, in their
opinion, enhanced their skiils in bllingual education.
Comments:

16. Tha minority language Is sometimes utilized as the
medium of communication at staff development ses-
sions.

K
a. Statf members are abie to identify at least two ex- é
amples of training sessions conducted in the minority
language.
Comments:

17. Perlodic formative evaluation reports are distributed to
and discussed with staff members.

a. During the current school year, each teacher and
teacher aide has received at least one formative
ovaluation report that was discussed at a staff
meeting.

Comments:

Component §: Family Services
18. A bilingusl program corientation document, wrilten in

both English and the minority language, is disseminated
to the school community.

a. Each classroom teacher reports that at ieast three of
the following approaches are used to disseminate the
blilngual program orientation drcument to parents
and community:

(1) Sent home with students or mailed
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(2) Presented as a topic at parent meetings or work
shops -

(3) Explained during parent/teacher conferences

(4) Explained during home visits

(5) Other:

(specify)

Comments:

19. The school promotes home activities that are conducted
in the minority language and that are designed to better
prepare minority language students for the academic
chailenges of school.

a. Each classroom teacher reports that at least two of
the following approaches have been used to promote
Ly actiyities in the homes ot language minority
students:

(1) Development and dissemination of parent/stu-
dent activity guids,

(2) Parent training sessions, and

(3) Provision of Ly reading materials for use at
home.

Commants:
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GLOSSARY

" Additive Bllingualism: a process by which individuals

develop proficiency in a second language subsequent to or
simultanedus with the development of proficiency in the
primary language. )

Affective Fliter: a construct developed to refer to the effects
of personality, motivation, &1d other atfective variables on
second language acquisition. These variables interact with
each other and with other factors to raise or lower the affec-
tive fiiter. it is hypothesized that when the fiiter Is “high,” the
L2 acquirer Is not able to adequately process ‘‘comprehens!-
ble input.”

Basic Interpersonail Communicative Skiils: a construct
originally developed by James Cummins to refer to aspects
of language proficiency strongly associated with the basic
communicative fluency. achieved by all normal native
speakers of a language. Basic interpersonal Communicative
Skills are not highly correlated with literacy and academic
achievement. Cummins has further refined thig notion in
tarms of ‘‘cognitively undemanding contextualized"
language. N :
Billngual Education Program: an organized curriculum that
includes: (1) L1 development, (2) L2 acquisition, and (3) sub-
ject matter development through L1 and L2. Bilingual ‘pro-
grams are organized so .that participating students may at-
tain a level of proficient bliinguatism._

Cognitive/Academic Language Proficlenty: a construct
originally proposed by James Cummins to refer to aspects of
language proficiency strongly related to literacy and
academic achiavement. Cummins has further refined this no-
fion in terms of “cognitively demanding decontoxtualized"
lanruage.

Comprehensible Second-Langusge Input: a construct
developed to describe understandable and meaningful
language directed at L2 acquirers under optimal conditions.
Comprehensibie L2 input is characterized as language which
the L2 acquirer already knows (I} plus a range of new
language (i + 1), which is made comprehensible In formal
schooling conte::ts by the use of certain planned strategies.
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These strategies include but are not limited to: (a) focus on
communicative content rather than language forms; (b) fre-
quent use of concrate contextual referents; (c) lack of restric-

! tions on Ly use by L2 acquirers, especially in the Initial
stages; (d) careful grouping practices; (e) minimal overt
language form correction by teaching staff; and (f) provision
of motivational acquisition situations.

7. Communicative-Based ESL: a second language Instructional
approach in which the goals, teaching methods and tech-
niques, and assessments of student progress are all based
"on behavioral objectives defined In terms of abliities to com-
municate messages In the target language. In
communicative-based ESL, the focus is on language tunction
and use and not on language form and usage. Examples of
communicative-based ESL instructional approaches include
‘Suggestopedia, Natural Language, and Community
Language Learning.

8. Grammar-Based ESL: a second language instructional ap-
proach in which the goals, teaching methods and tech-
niques, and assessments of student progress are all based
on behavioral objectives defined in terms of abilities to pro-
duce grammatically correct ,utterances in the target
language. in grammar-based ESL, the focus Is on ianguage
form and usage and not on language function and use. Ex-
amples of grammar-based ESL instructional approaches in-
clude Grammar-Translation, Audlolingualism, and Cognitive-
Code.

9. Immersion Classes: subject matter class periods delivered in
L2 in which teachers: (1) homogeneously group Lo acquirers,
(2) speak in a native speaker to non-native speaker register
simliar to “‘motherese’ or “‘foreigner talk,” and (3) provide L2
acquirers with substantial amounts of “comprehensible
second language input.” ' ‘

10. Immersion Program: an organized curriculum that includes:
(1) L1 developmaent, (2) L2 acquisition, and (3) subject matter
development through L. immersion programs are developed
and managed so that participating students may develop pro-
ficlent bllingualism.

11. Linvited Bllinguallsm: a level of blingualism at which in-
dividuals attain less than native-like proficiency in both L4

\
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and Lg Such individuals invariably acquire Basic Interper-
sonal Communicative Skills in Ly and often demonstrate
Basic Interpersonal Gommunicative Skills In L2 as well.

Monitor: a construct developed to refer to the mechanism by
which L2 learners processp store, and retrieve consclous
language rules. Consclous rules are placed in the Monitor as
a result of language leaming. in order to effactively use the
Monitor, L2 users must: (1) have sufficient time to retrievg the
desired rule, (2) be involved in a task focused on language
forms and not on language functions, and (3) have previously
learned correctly and stored the rule. These three conditions
are rarely present in normal day-to-day conversational con-
texts. -

Partial BiHingualism: a level of bilingualism at which in-
dividuals attain native-like proficlency In the fuil range of
understanding, speaking, reading, and writing skilis‘Iin one
language but achieve less than native-like skilis in some or
all of these skilis areas in the other language.

Proficlent Bilingualism: a level of bliingualism at which in-
dividuails attain native-like proficiency in the full rar.ge of
understanding, speaking, reading, and writing skills in both
L1 and La. !

Submersion Classes: subject matter class periods delivered
in L2 in which teachers: (1) mix native speakers with second
language acquirers, (2) speak in a native speaker-to-native
speaker register, and (3) provide L2 acquirers with only
minimal amounts of “comprshensible second language in-
put.”

Submersion Program: an organized curricuium designed for
native ¢.paakers of a language but often used with language
minority students. No special instructional activities focus
upon the needs of language minority students. Submersion
programs are often referred to as “Sink or Swim" models. in
such programs, language minority, students commonly ex-
perience a form of subtractive bilingualism, usually limited
bilingualism.

Subtractive Bilinguslism: a process by which individuals
develop less than native-like Cognitive/Academic Language
Proficlency 'n L1 as a result of improper exposure to L¢ and
L2 In & 2l In certain instances, soms individuals addi-

%26
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tionally experience loss of Basic Interpersonal Com-
municative Skills in L4. In such cases, L1 Basic Interpersonal
Communicative Skills are replaced by L 2 Basic Interpersonal
Communicative Skilis.

. 18. Transitional Bllingual Education Program: an organized cur-
riculum that includes: (1) L1 development, (2) L2 acquisition,
and (3) subject matter development through Ly and L2. In Ear-
ly Transitional programs, students are exited to English
submersion programs sclely on the basis of the acquisition
of L2 Basic interpersonai Communicative Skiiis. in Late Tran-
sitionsl programs, students are exited on the basis of attain-
ment of native-iike levels of both L2 Basic Interpersonal Com-
municative Skills and L2 Cognitive/Academic Language Pro-
ticiency sufficlent to sustain academic achievement through
successful completion of secondary school.

-
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